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Introduction 


As  an  undergraduate  theology  student  at  the  University  of  Durham, 

I  was  first  introduced  to  the  East  Syrian  or  "Nestorian"  Eucharistic 
Prayer  of  Addai  and  Mari.  Later,  when  I  was  pursuing  post-graduate 
research  in  the  English  Calvinist  liturgical  tradition,  I  found  time  for 
'light  relief"  by  learning  Syriac  under  the  tutelage  of  Sebastian  Brock, 
and  decided  to  look  at  Addai  and  Mari  and  what  was  then  (1974)  the 
recently  published  critical  text  of  the  Maronite  version  called  Sharar. 
A  small  group  of  former  liturgy  students  of  Arthur  Couratin  formed 
the  Durham  Liturgical  Group,  and  I  read  a  paper  at  one  of  these  small, 
informal  meetings,  which  was  later  to  appear  in  Ephemerides  Liturgicae. 
And  so  began  my  continuing  interest  in  the  East  Syrian  liturgical 
tradition  alongside  a  continuing  interest  in  liturgy  of  the  Reformed 
tradition.  I  am  grateful  to  Lawrence  Johnson  and  Virgil  Funk  of  The 
Pastoral  Press  for  responding  so  warmly  to  the  suggestion  that  a 
number  of  my  published  papers  be  brought  together  in  a  single 

volume. 

Chapter  1  is  an  expansion  of  the  introduction  to  my  English 
editions  of  the  Anaphora  of  Addai  and  Mari  as  found  in  the  Mar 
Esa'ya  manuscript,  which  is  our  earliest  manuscript  of  this  liturgy, 
and  of  Maronite  Sharar.  This  was  originally  published  in  1980.  It  is 
mainly  a  review  of  the  theories  put  forward  by  scholars  regarding  the 
reconstruction  of  the  anaphora  in  a  more  "original  form/'  Several 
studies  have  appeared  since  then,  including  the  important  study  and 
text  by  Anthony  Gelston.  I  have  therefore  taken  the  opportunity  of 
bringing  this  survey  up  to  date. 

Chapter  2  is  essentially  the  paper  mentioned  above,  originally  read 
to  the  Durham  Liturgical  Group  in  1975,  and  subsequently  published 


in  Ephemerides  Liturgicae.  It  represents  my  own  venture  into  "textual 
reconstruction,"  though  having  changed  my  mind  slightly  on  one 
point  since  1975, 1  have  taken  the  opportunity  to  rewrite  that  part  of 
the  original  paper. 

Chapter  3,  published  in  the  same  journal  in  1989,  gives  my  reasons 
for  rejecting  the  "certainty"  of  a  missing  institution  narrative  which 
some  scholars  have  found  for  Addai  and  Mari. 

Chapter  4  was  intended  to  appear  in  tandem  with  my  edited 
version  of  a  paper  on  Theodore  by  the  late  Douglas  Webb,  but 
unfortunately  they  became  separated,  and  Webb's  paper  appeared  in 
the  first  issue  of  the  next  volume.  My  paper  was  published  shortly 
before  the  critical  text  of  Jacob  Vadakkel  appeared,  and  at  the  1991 
Oxford  Patristic  Congress  Dr.  Anthony  Gelston  read  a  Master  Theme 
paper  on  the  relationship  of  the  Anaphora  of  Theodore  with  the 
Catechetical  Lectures  of  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia.  I  have  found 
nothing  in  the  studies  of  Vadakkel  and  Gelston  which  required  any 
changes  in  my  article,  and  it  has  been  republished  without  alteration. 

Chapter  5  was  written  in  response  to  some  observations  in  a  more 
general  paper  on  eucharistic  offering  by  my  friend  and  colleague  on 
the  Church  of  England  Liturgical  Commission,  Dr.  Kenneth  Stevenson. 
Chapter  7  was  an  extension  of  this  study,  and  was  originally  read  at 
the  Vienna  meeting  of  Societas  Liturgica  in  1983. 

Chapter  8  was  written  with  the  conviction  that  Ratcliffs  observa¬ 
tions  were  wrong,  though  at  the  time  I  had  no  idea  that  I  would  one 
day  offer  lectures  on  liturgy  in  the  very  Divinity  Faculty  where  as  a 
Professor  Ratcliff  conceived  his  initial  paper  on  Narsai's  homilies. 

Chapter  6  and  9  are  fresh  compositions  and  are  published  here  for 
the  first  time.  If  some  regard  the  East  Syrian  liturgical  rites  as  rather 
too  esoteric  and  academic,  I  hope  that  the  final  chapter  illustrates 
their  pertinence  to  the  modem  church,  both  in  terms  of  ecclesiastical 
chauvinism  and  the  problem  of  modernizing  ancient  texts. 

Bryan  D.  Spinks 
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The  Quest  for  the 
"Original  Form"  of  the 
Anaphora  of  the  Apostles  Addai 

and  Mari 


For  many  years  now  the  area  of  East  Syria  has  been  regarded  as 

important  for  liturgical  research,  both  on  account  of  its  Semitic 
background,  and  its  later  isolation  from  the  rest  of  Christendom.  A 
considerable  number  of  recent  studies  have  drawn  attention  to  the 
Judaeo-Christian  origin  of  Syriac-speaking  Christianity  which  cen¬ 
tered  upon  Edessa  and  Nisibis,  and  to  the  strong  Jewish  influence 
which  was  exerted  from  the  region  of  Adiabene.1  The  Peshitta,  the 
Syriac  Old  Testament,  appears  to  have  been  a  Jewish  production,  in 
fact  another  Targum;  and  the  great  Syrian  theologians,  Aphrahat  and 
Ephraem,  seem  to  have  been  considerably  influenced  by  Jewish 
sectarian  teaching.2  Robert  Murray  suggests  that,  although  the  Syriac 
Church  was  definitely  separated  from  Judaism  by  the  fourth  century, 
in  certain  important  respects  it  still  remained  spiritually  close  to  the 
parent  synagogue.3  Furthermore,  this  area  had  a  long  history  of 
resisting  repeated  attempts  to  Hellenize  it,  and  was  strongly  anti- 
Byzantine  in  spirit.  After  the  Council  of  Ephesus  in  431,  many  of  the 
bishops  of  this  area  rejected  the  Christology  of  Cyril  of  Alexandria  in 
favor  of  that  of  the  deposed  teacher,  Nestorius,  and  as  the  Nestorian 
Church,  it  was  later  reorganized  with  its  center  at  Nisibis  in  the 
Persian  Empire,  and  was  effectively  insulated  linguistically,  cultur¬ 
ally,  and  politically  from  the  rest  of  Christendom.4  Not  unnaturally, 
therefore,  liturgical  scholars  have  paid  particular  attention  to  the 
liturgical  tradition  of  the  Edessene  Church. 
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2  THE  "ORIGINAL  FORM"  OF  ADDAI  AND  MARI 


The  East  Syrian  eucharistic  tradition  is  represented  by  the  anaphoras 
of  the  Apostles  Addai  and  Mari,  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia,  and 
Nestorius.  A  fragment  published  by  R.H.  Connolly  seems  to  belong 
to  this  tradition,5  but  others,  if  they  actually  existed,  have  since 
disappeared.6  The  anaphoras  attributed  to  Theodore  and  Nestorius 
were  certainly  originally  composed  in  Greek,  and  subsequently 
translated  into  Syriac.  They  show  clear  signs  of  West  Syrian  influ¬ 
ence,  and  have  received  relatively  little  attention  from  liturgical 
scholars.7 

However,  quite  the  reverse  is  true  of  Addai  and  Mari,  which  is  an 
original  Syriac  composition.  Although  the  late  Bayard  H.  Jones 
believed  that  it  represents  a  precis  of  Nestorius,  dating  from  the  early 
seventh  century,8  most  scholars,  taking  its  Semitic  character  more 
seriously,  have  dated  it  variously  between  the  second  and  fourth 
centuries,  and  regard  it  as  an  important  witness  in  understanding  the 
growth  and  development  of  the  early  eucharistic  prayer.9 

THE  EARLIEST  TEXT  OF  ADDAI  AND  MARI 

Addai  and  Mari  is  known  in  three  textual  traditions: 

1.  The  Nestorian. 

2.  The  Chaldean  Church,  having  its  center  at  Mosul,  being  that  part 
of  the  Nestorian  Church  which  became  a  Uniate  Church  in  com¬ 
munion  with  Rome  in  the  seventeenth  century. 

3.  The  Malabar  Church  in  India,  also  a  Uniate  Church. 

Prior  to  1966  it  seemed  that  only  six  manuscripts — two  from  about 
1500,  and  four  others  of  the  sixteenth  century — were  available  for 
establishing  a  critical  text  of  this  anaphora.  That  the  list  given  by 
Brightman10  was  woefully  inadequate  was  being  established  by  the 
patient  work  of  Douglas  Webb  of  Wilburton,  Ely,  and  by  William  F. 
Macomber  in  the  United  States.11  In  1966  Macomber  published  a  list 
of  earlier  manuscripts,  together  with  a  critical  edition  of  Addai  and 
Mari,  based  on  the  text  from  a  hudra  (the  book  containing  the  proper 
of  the  liturgy  and  of  the  offices  for  Sundays,  feasts  of  Our  Lord,  and 
the  principal  saints7  days)  belonging  to  the  Church  of  Mar  Esa'ya  in 
Mosul,  which  he  dated  as  tenth/eleventh  century.12  So  far  this  dating 
has  not  been  challenged,  and  its  text  of  Addai  and  Mari  has  been 
regarded  as  the  earliest  form  of  the  anaphora  that  we  presently  have. 
The  structure  of  the  anaphoras  as  given  in  Brightman  and  in  the  Mar 
Esa'ya  text  can  be  summarized  as  follows: 
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[Kussapa  -  a  private  prayer  of  the  celebrant  said  kneeling  and  in  a 
low  voice. 

Ghanta  -  an  inclination  -  a  prayer  said  in  a  low  voice  and  with 
inclined  head. 


Qanona - 

an  audible  conclusion  to  a  Ghanta.] 

BRIGHTMAN  (pp.  283-288) 

MAR  ESA'YA 

A.  Dialogue 

A.  Dialogue 

Kussapa 

B.  Ghanta 

-  Praise  and 

B.  Ghanta  - 

Praise  and 

Thanksgiving. 

Thanksgiving. 

C.  Qanona 

-  Sanctus  with  its 

C.  Qanona  - 

Sanctus  with  its 

introduction. 

introduction. 

Kussapa 

D.  Ghanta 

-  Thanksgiving  for 

D.  Ghanta  - 

Thanksgiving 

redemption. 

for  redemption. 

Qanona 

-  Doxology. 

Qanona  - 

Doxology. 

Kussapa 

E.  Ghanta 

-  Commemoration 

E.  Ghanta  - 

Commemoration 

of  the 

of  the 

righteous  fathers. 

righteous  fathers. 

Petition  for  peace. 

Petition  for  peace. 

F. 

Petition  for  all 

F. 

Petition  for  all 

the  church. 

the  church. 

G. 

Commemoration 

G. 

Commemoration 

of  the 

of  the 

mystery  of  Christ. 

mystery  of  Christ. 

H. 

Epiclesis. 

H. 

Epiclesis. 

I.  Qanona 

-  Doxology. 

I.  Qanona  - 

Doxology. 

Although  there  are  some  important  verbal  differences,  the  major 
difference  is  that  the  Mar  Esa'ya  text  lacks  the  Kussape  intercessions. 


The  Mar  Esa'ya  Text 
A. 


And  the  priest  says: 

And  they  reply : 

And  the  deacon  says: 

And  they  say: 

And  the  deacon  proclaims: 


Peace  be  with  you. 

And  with  you  and  your  spirit. 
Give  peace  to  one  another  in 
the  love  of  Christ. 

For  all  the  Catholikoi. 

Let  us  give  thanks  and 
intercede. 
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And  the  priest  says: 
And  they  reply: 
And  the  priest  says: 


The  grace  of  Our  Lord,  etc. 
Amen. 

Lift  up  your  minds  (May  your 
minds  be  above). 

Towards  you,  O  God. 

The  oblation  is  offered  to  God 
the  Lord  of  all. 

It  is  fit  and  right. 

Peace  be  with  us. 


And  they  reply : 
And  the  priest  says: 


And  they  reply: 

And  the  deacon  says: 


B. 


And  the  priest  recites  quietly: 

Worthy  of  praise  from  every  mouth,  and  thanksgiving 
from  every  tongue  is  the  adorable  and  glorious  Name  of 
the  Father  and  the  Son  and  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  who  created 
the  world  by  his  grace  and  its  inhabitants  in  his  compas¬ 
sion,  and  redeemed  mankind  in  his  mercy,  and  has  effected 
[lit.  made]  great  grace  towards  mortals. 


C. 


Your  majesty,  O  Lord,  a  thousand  thousand  heavenly  beings  wor¬ 
ship  and  myriad  myriads  of  angels,  hosts  of  spiritual  beings,  minis¬ 
ters  (of)  fire  and  of  spirit,  with  cherubim  and  holy  seraphim,  glorify 
your  Name 

Qanona.  Crying  out  and  glorifying 
And  they  reply :  Holy,  Holy. 


D. 


And  the  priest  recites  quietly: 

And  with  these  heavenly  powers  we  give  thanks  to  you,  O  Lord,  even 
we,  your  lowly,  weak  and  miserable  servants,  because  you  have 
effected  in  us  a  great  grace  which  cannot  be  repaid,  in  that  you  put  on 
our  humanity  so  as  to  quicken  us  by  your  divinity.  And  you  lifted  up 
our  poor  estate,  and  righted  our  fall.  And  you  raised  up  our 
mortality.  And  you  forgave  our  debts.  You  justified  our  sinfulness 
and  you  enlightened  our  understanding.  And  you,  our  Lord  and  our 
God,  vanquished  our  enemies  and  made  triumphant  the  lowliness  of 
our  weak  nature  through  the  abounding  compassion  of  your  grace. 
Qanona.  And  for  all 
And  they  reply:  Amen. 

And  the  deacon  says:  In  your  minds. 
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E. 


And  the  priest  recites  quietly: 

You,  O  Lord,  in  your  unspeakable  mercies  make  a  gracious 
remembrance  for  all  the  upright  and  just  fathers  who  have 
been  pleasing  before  you  in  the  commemoration  of  the 
body  and  blood  of  your  Christ  which  we  offer  to  you  upon 
the  pure  and  holy  altar  as  you  have  taught  us.  And  grant 
us  your  tranquility  and  your  peace  all  the  days  of  the 
world.  Repeat. 

And  they  reply:  Amen. 

F. 

That  all  the  inhabitants  of  the  earth  may  know  that  you  alone  are  God, 
the  true  Father,  and  you  have  sent  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  your  Son 
and  your  beloved,  and  he,  our  Lord  and  our  God,  taught  us  in  his  life- 
giving  gospel  all  the  purity  and  holiness  of  the  prophets,  apostles, 
martyrs  and  confessors  and  bishops  and  priests  and  deacons,  and  of 
all  the  children  of  the  holy  catholic  church,  who  have  been  marked 
with  the  mark  of  holy  baptism. 

G. 

And  we  also,  O  Lord, — Thrice — your  lowly,  weak  and  miserable 
servants  who  are  gathered  together  and  stand  before  you  at  this  time 
have  received  by  tradition  of  the  example  which  is  from  you  rejoic¬ 
ing,  and  glorifying,  and  magnifying,  and  commemorating  and  prais¬ 
ing,  and  performing  this  great  and  dread  mystery  of  the  passion  and 
death  and  resurrection  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ. 

H. 

May  he  come,  O  Lord,  your  Holy  Spirit  and  rest  upon  this  oblation  (of) 
And  the  deacon  says:  Be  in  silence: 

of  your  servants,  and  bless  and  hallow  it,  that  it  may  be  to  us,  O  Lord, 
for  the  pardon  of  debts  and  the  forgiveness  of  sins,  and  a  great  hope 
of  resurrection  from  the  dead  and  a  new  life  in  the  kingdom  of  heaven 
with  all  who  have  been  pleasing  before  you. 

I. 

And  for  all  your  marvelous  economy  towards  us  we  give  you  thanks 
and  praise  you  without  ceasing  in  your  Church  redeemed  by  the 
precious  blood  of  your  Christ,  with  open  mouths  and  with  uncovered 
faces. 
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Qanona.  As  we  offer  up 
And  they  reply:  Amen. 

And  they  conclude  everything  as  it  is  written  in  the  Anaphora  of  the 
Interpreter ,  which  (?)  is  written  (?)  (holy?)  Sunday  of  the  Annuncia¬ 
tion. 


SOME  TEXTUAL  PROBLEMS  OF  ADDAI  AND  MARI 

By  far  the  most  puzzling  textual  problem  of  Addai  and  Mari  is  the 
apparent  absence  of  any  institution  narrative.  The  East  Syrian  manu¬ 
scripts,  including  Mar  Esa'ya,  lack  an  institution  narrative.  In  the 
Urmiah  Missal  of  Archbishop  of  Canterbury's  mission,  1890,  printed 
for  the  Nestorians,  the  editors  inserted  1  Corinthians  11:23-25  at  a 
point  which  seemed  suitable,  namely,  before  the  Kussdpa  "O  Lord  of 
Hosts,  accept  this  offering/'  and  the  ghantd  commemorating  the 
righteous  fathers  (E).  Similarly,  in  the  Catholic  Chaldean  Missal 
(Mosul,  1901  and  1936)  an  institution  narrative  has  been  inserted  in 
the  middle  of  the  post -Sanctus  prayer  (D).  In  neither  instance  is  there 
any  manuscript  authority  for  such  insertions. 

This  apparent  omission  in  the  manuscripts  finds  confirmation  in 
the  Malabar  liturgy.  By  means  of  a  detailed  concordance  R.H.  Connolly 
and  Edmund  Bishop  illustrated  that  the  Malabar  liturgy  was  essen¬ 
tially  the  same  liturgy  as  Addai  and  Mari;  they  were  in  fact  one  and 
the  same  liturgy.13  The  present  Malabar  use  which  goes  back  to  the 
printed  missal  of  1774  (Rozian),  and  the  version  of  the  rite  published 
by  Antonio  de  Gouvea  in  1606  (Menezian),14  both  contain  an  institu¬ 
tion  narrative,  but  after  the  anaphora  and  before  the  fraction  (the  two 
versions  differ  over  the  precise  location).  An  earlier  Malabrese  manu¬ 
script,  Vat.  Syr.  66,  attributed  to  Mar  Joseph  Sulaqa,  Metropolitan  of 
India  1556-1569,  contains  a  narrative  before  the  liturgy  which  the 
author  intended  to  be  recited  at  the  end  of  the  ceremonies  of  the 
fraction.  Thus  the  rite  of  Malabar  witnesses  to  the  fact  that  on  its 
arrival  in  India,  the  Anaphora  of  Addai  and  Mari  contained  no 
institution  narrative.  Did  it  ever  contain  such  a  narrative,  and  if  it  did, 
when  and  why  was  it  removed? 

Another  problem  is  raised  by  the  fact  that  part  of  Addai  and  Mari 
is  addressed  to  the  Father,  and  part  to  the  Son.  Was  the  author  a 
muddle-headed  monarchian,  or  does  it  represent  later  re-writing? 
Paragraph  G,  which  commemorated  the  mystery  of  Christ,  has  no 
main  verb,  and  it  is  not  clear  as  to  the  identity  and  function  of  this 
prayer.  A  number  of  studies  have  questioned  the  antiquity  of  the 
intercessions,  the  Sanctus ,  and  the  epiclesis  (C,  E,  F,  H).  These  prob- 
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lems  have  resulted  in  repeated  attempts  to  reconstruct  a  "primitive" 
text  of  Addai  and  Mari. 

TEXTUAL  RECONSTRUCTION  BEFORE 
THE  MarEsa'ya  TEXT 


E.C.  Ratcliff 

In  the  very  influential  article  published  in  1929,  E.C.  Ratcliff 
attempted  to  reconstruct  the  eucharistic  prayer  of  the  old  Edessene 
Church  which  he  believed  was  embedded  in  Addai  and  Mari.15 
Accepting  that  Addai  and  Mari  had  never  contained  an  institution 
narrative,  he  questioned  much  of  the  remainder  of  the  prayer  in  the 
manuscript  tradition  represented  by  the  version  of  Brightman.  Argu¬ 
ing  from  the  outline  given  in  Narsai's  liturgical  homilies,  and  follow¬ 
ing  up  a  suggestion  of  Edmund  Bishop,  Ratcliff  excised  both  the 
Kussapa  and  ghanta  intercessions.16  Of  the  remaining  text,  he  believed 
the  Sanctus  and  the  epiclesis  to  be  later  interpolations,  in  both  cases 
because  the  clauses  introducing  them  appeared  to  have  no  connec¬ 
tion  with  what  preceded  them,  though  he  allowed  that  the  epiclesis 
may  have  once  occupied  a  position  outside  the  anaphora.17  The 
doxology  after  the  second  ghanta  which  divided  the  anaphora  in  two 
he  suggested  was  a  doublet  introduced  on  account  of  the  intruding 
intercessions.  Furthermore,  in  paragraph  G,  he  suggested  that  the 
words  "great  and  fearful  and  holy  and  lifegiving  and  divine"  should 
be  omitted  as  destroying  the  balance  of  the  antithesis  between 
"example"  and  "likeness"  (Brightman  =  mystery).  With  the  removal 
of  the  redundant  post -Sanctus  phrase  "with  these  heavenly  hosts," 
Ratcliff  recast  the  pattern  of  Addai  and  Mari  as  a  single  pray  er  of  three 
paragraphs:  an  address  of  praise  to  the  name  of  the  creator  and 
redeemer;  a  thanksgiving  for  what  he  has  done  for  humankind;  a 
solemn  following  of  Christ's  example  and  a  special  commemoration 
of  his  redemptive  death  and  resurrection,  for  which  again  praise  and 
thanksgiving  are  offered  to  the  divine  name.  He  suggested  that  the 
prayer,  originally  addressed  to  Christ,  was  essentially  a  hymn  of 
thanksgiving,  and  labelled  it  a  " eucharistia ,"  a  rite  which  came  some¬ 
where  in  between  the  Mass  and  the  agape. 

Gregory  Dix 

Gregory  Dix  accepted  much  of  Ratcliffs  suggested  reconstruction: 
the  prayer  was  originally  addressed  to  Christ;  the  preface  and  Sanctus , 
the  intercessions  and  first  doxology  were  interpolations.  However, 
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on  two  important  points  Dix  differed  from  Ratcliff.  In  paragraph  G, 
where  the  grammar  is  difficult  because  there  is  no  main  verb,  and  the 
address  changes  from  the  Son  to  the  Father,  he  suggested  the  words 
"rejoicing,  glorifying  . .  .  Christ"  were  a  later  interpolation.  Dix  also 
defended  the  authenticity  of  the  epiclesis,  arguing  that  the  Holy 
Spirit  here  was  to  be  equated  with  the  shekinah  rather  than  the  third 
person  of  the  Trinity.18 

Bernard  Botte 

In  an  article  published  in  1949,  and  later  modified  and  elaborated 
in  1 965,lg  Bernard  Botte  analyzed  Addai  and  Mari.  He  argued  that  its 
style,  characterized  by  a  constant  parallelism,  betrays  its  Semitic 
origin  and  its  early  date.  He  accepted  Ratcliffs  arguments  concern¬ 
ing  the  Sanctus  and  the  introductory  words  of  paragraph  D,  and 
likewise  his  views  on  the  intercessions  and  epiclesis — though  the 
latter  showed  clear  signs  of  being  a  Semitic  composition,  and  not  a 
copy  from  Greek  sources.  He  did  not  accept  that  the  anaphora  was 
originally  addressed  to  the  Son,  but  rather  that  the  oscillation  be¬ 
tween  Father  and  Son  reflects  unconscious  monarchianism.  How¬ 
ever,  Botte  found  it  strange  that  an  anaphora  should  contain  neither 
an  institution  narrative  nor  an  epiclesis.  He  noted  the  difficulty  in 
translating  paragraph  G  where,  with  one  exception,  the  verbs  are 
participles  with  the  prenominal  suffix.  Brightman  had  translated  it 
thus: 

And  we  also,  O  my  Lord,  thy  weak  and  frail  and  miserable 
servants  who  are  gathered  together  in  thy  name,  both  stand 
before  thee  at  this  time  and  have  received  the  example  which  is 
from  thee  delivered  unto  us,  rejoicing  and  praising  and  exalting 
and  commemorating  and  celebrating  this  great  and  fearful  and 
holy  and  lifegiving  and  divine  mystery  of  the  passion  and  the 
death  and  the  burial  and  the  resurrection  of  our  Lord  and  our 
Saviour  Jesus  Christ. 

Botte,  however,  gave  it  a  slightly  different  rendering: 

And  we  also,  O  Lord,  thy  weak  and  frail  and  miserable  servants 
who  are  gathered  together  in  thy  name  and  stand  before  thee  at 
this  time,  we  also  have  received  by  tradition  the  Type  (Latin; 
French  =  l' example)  which  is  from  thee,  rejoicing  .  .  .20 

Botte  found  a  hiatus  at  the  beginning  of  this  paragraph,  and  the 
words  seemed  to  him  to  require  a  foregoing  sentence.  Furthermore, 
the  last  part  of  the  paragraph,  "commemorating  .  .  .  resurrection" 
recalls  the  phraseology  found  in  the  classical  anamnesis  which 
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follows  an  institution  narrative.  In  Theodore  an  anamnesis  is  found 
which  has  similar  wording  to  the  paragraph  of  Addai  and  Mari,  but 
there  it  follows  an  institution  narrative  which  has  a  peculiar  form: 

And  with  his  holy  Apostles  in  that  night  in  which  he  was 
betrayed,  he  celebrated  this  great  and  holy  and  divine  mystery, 
taking  the  bread  in  his  holy  hands.  And  he  blessed  and  broke, 
and  gave  it  to  his  disciples,  and  said.  This  is  my  body  which  is 
broken  for  the  life  of  the  world  for  the  remission  of  sins.  After  the 
same  manner  also  he  gave  thanks  over  the  cup,  and  gave  it  to 
them,  and  said.  This  is  my  blood  of  the  New  Testament  which  is 
shed  for  many  for  the  remission  of  sins.  T ake  all  of  you  therefore. 

Eat  of  this  bread  and  drink  of  this  cup.  Do  this  whensoever  you 
come  together  for  my  memorial. 

And  as  we  have  been  commanded,  so  we  your  lowly,  weak  and 
miserable  servants  have  come  together,  that  by  permission  of 
your  grace  we  may  celebrate  this  great  and  awful  and  holy  and 
divine  mystery,  wherein  great  salvation  was  wrought  for  the 
whole  human  race.  (From  the  Urmiah  edition.) 

Botte  also  noted  references  to  the  institution  narrative  in  Ephraem 
and  Aphrahat  where  the  ending  was  "whenever  you  are  gathered 
together  in  my  name."  Paragraph  G  of  Addai  and  Mari  would  seem 
to  follow  on  from  a  particular  Syriac  form  of  narrative,  and  Botte 
identified  it  as  an  anamnesis.  The  conclusion  he  drew  from  this  is  that 
the  anamnesis  is  the  record  of  an  institution  narrative  that  has  since 
disappeared.  He  suggested  three  phases  of  development: 

1.  Thanksgiving  and  recital  of  institution  with  anamnesis. 

2.  Thanksgiving  and  shortened  recital  of  institution  and 
epiclesis. 

3.  Thanksgiving  and  epiclesis  without  recital  of  institution. 

In  his  article  of  1965  Botte  suggested  a  reordering  of  the  text  of 
Addai  and  Mari  to  bring  it  in  line  with  those  of  Theodore  and 
Nestorius — thanksgiving,  institution,  anamnesis,  intercessions, 
epiclesis. 

Most  of  Botte's  recommendations  have  been  endorsed  by  Louis 
Bouyer,  who  provides  a  reconstructed  text  with  institution  narrative 
according  to  the  former's  suggestions  of  1965. 21 

H.  Engberding 

Whereas  most  scholars  have  regarded  the  intercessions  of  Addai 
and  Mari  as  later  interpolations,  more  caution  was  shown  by  H. 
Engberding,22  who  compared  them  with  the  intercessions  of  the  other 
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two  East  Syrian  anaphoras,  and  an  anaphora  of  the  Maronite  Church 
(the  Syrian  Church  which  is  mainly  located  in  Lebanon,  and  which 
since  the  time  of  the  crusades  has  been  a  Uniate  Church),  called  The 
Anaphora  of  St.  Peter  III,  or  ShararP 

He  concluded  that  the  intercessions  constitute  part  of  the  earliest 
form  of  the  prayer,  and  that  a  doublet  of  petitions  resulted  from  a 
borro  wing  of  the  intercessions  of  Theodore.  Furthermore,  Engberding 
disputed  the  identification  of  paragraph  G  as  an  anamnesis.  He 
found  similar  constructions  spread  widely  in  the  intercessions  where, 
after  a  prayer  for  the  dead,  there  occurs  one  for  the  living  introduced 
by  "We  also."  A  very  similar  paragraph  is  found  in  Nestorius. 
According  to  Engberding,  paragraph  G  is  a  continuation  of  the 
prayer  for  the  living  and  forms  part  of  the  intercessions.  It  is  not  an 
anamnesis,  and  therefore  there  is  no  place  which  invites  an  institu¬ 
tion  narrative;  Addai  and  Mari's  original  structure  was  praise  and 
petition. 

Bayard  H.  Jones 

In  a  paper  which  was  published  posthumously,  Bayard  H.  Jones"4 
examined  the  history  of  the  references  to  Addai  and  Mari  in  Syrian 
literature,  and  the  history  of  its  title,  and  argued  that  it  was  a  precis 
of  Nestorius  resulting  from  the  reforms  which  are  alleged  to  have 
been  made  by  Iso'yabh  III  (649-659)  in  the  seventh  century.  The 
"primitive"  form  of  Addai  and  Mari  is  Nestorius. 

THE  MAR  ESA'YA  TEXT  OF  ADDAI  AND  MARI 

Concluding  his  article  of  1965,  Botte  wrote,  "short  of  a  sensational 
discovery,  we  will  always  be  in  doubt."21  The  following  year  W.F. 
Macomber  published  what  has  come  to  be  regarded  as  "a  sensational 
discovery,"  namely,  the  text  of  Addai  and  Mari  in  a  hudra  of  the 
Church  of  Mar  Esaya,  which  on  paleographical  grounds  he  dated  to 
the  tenth  or  eleventh  century — five  centuries  earlier  than  the  text 
used  by  Ratcliff  and  Botte.26  The  broad  characteristics  of  this  text  are 
as  follows: 

1.  The  anaphora  lacks  the  Kussapa  intercessions.  Although  one  of 
the  features  of  the  hudra  is  abbreviation,  and  although  another  early 
manuscript  discovered  by  Macomber,  the  twelfth-century  Diarbekir 
hudra ,  does  not  contain  them,  Macomber  concluded  that  these  inter¬ 
cessions  were  not  generally  introduced  into  the  East  Syrian  liturgy 
before  the  end  of  the  thirteenth  century,  and  that  Ratcliff's  sugges¬ 
tions  on  this  matter  were  correct. 
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2.  The  Sanctus  is  contained  in  the  Mar  Esa'ya  text,  but  Macomber 
accepted  Ratcliffs  opinion  that  it  was  a  later  addition  to  theanaphora. 

3.  There  is  no  institution  narrative — Macomber  suggested  that  it 
was  removed  by  a  reform  carried  out  by  Iso'yab  III. 

4.  The  phrase  "in  your  name"  upon  which  Botte  built  much  of  his 
argument  for  an  institution  narrative,  is  absent;  also  the  word  "and" 
introducing  the  epiclesis  is  absent,  a  point  which  Ratcliff  regarded  as 
supporting  his  view  that  this  section  was  not  original  to  theanaphora.27 

No  one  has  challenged  Macomber' s  dating  of  the  Mar  Esa'ya  text, 
and  liturgical  scholars  seem  to  have  accepted  without  question  that 
its  readings  are  to  be  preferred  to  those  of  other  manuscripts. 

MARONITE  SHARAR 

The  close  relationship  that  exists  between  Addai  and  Mari  and  the 
Maronite  anaphora  called  Sharar  was  pointed  out  long  ago  by  I.E. 
Rahmani  and  A.  Baumstark,  and  had  been  investigated  by 
Engberding.28  Most  of  Addai  and  Mari  is  contained  in  Sharar ,  and  the 
relationship  points  to  a  common  origin,  or  a  common  source  under¬ 
lying  both  anaphoras. 

In  publishing  the  Mar  Esa'ya  text,  Macomber  provided  the  first 
critical  text  of  Addai  and  Mari,  and  included  readings  of  Sharar 
among  the  variant  readings.  In  a  later  article  Macomber  made  a 
comparison  between  Addai  and  Mari  and  Sharar  with  regard  to  three 
points.29 

1 .  The  prefatory  dialogue.  According  to  Macomber,  Addai  and 
Mari  has  been  influenced  by  and  expanded  from  Theodore.  The  East 
Syrian  blessing  of  the  oil  of  baptism  seems  to  preserve  an  earlier  form. 
By  comparing  it  with  the  dialogue  of  Sharar,  Macomber  offered  a 
reconstruction  of  the  common  source  used  by  the  two  anaphoras. 

2.  Since  the  whole  of  Sharar  from  the  post -Sanctus  to  the  final 
doxology  is  addressed  to  the  Son,  Macomber  accepted  Ratcliffs 
opinion  that  Addai  and  Mari  too  was  originally  addressed  to  the  Son. 
The  pr e-Sanctus  has  been  adapted  to  praise  the  Trinity. 

3.  The  Maronite  anaphora  contains  an  institution  account,  having 
a  peculiar  form,  addressed  to  the  Son,  and  embedded  in  intercessions 
in  a  block  coming  between  paragraphs  corresponding  to  E  and  F  of 
Addai  and  Mari.  Macomber  suggested  that  the  Maronite  anaphora 
has  preserved  both  the  location  and  form  of  the  institution  narrative 
now  absent  from  Addai  and  Mari. 

The  common  source,  he  has  argued  further,  was  an  anaphora  of  the 
Aramaic-speaking  Church  which  had  its  center  at  Edessa.  After  the 
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schism  of  the  fifth  century,  it  was  preserved  in  the  East  Syrian 
Church,  and  the  Aramaic-speaking  areas  of  Lebanon  and  the  Orontes 
valley.30 

TEXTUAL  RECONSTRUCTION  OF  THE  ANAPHORA 

OF  THE  APOSTLES 

For  his  comparison  of  the  two  anaphoras,  Macomber  had  to  use  the 
text  of  Sharar  in  a  Maronite  missal  of  1594,  as  no  critical  edition 
existed.  This  gap  was  filled  in  1973  when  J.M.  Sauget  published  a 
critical  text  in  the  series  Amphorae  Syriacae .31  With  good  texts  of  both 
anaphoras  being  available,  recent  studies  have  been  concerned  with 
reconstructing  the  common  source,  the  anaphora  of  the  apostles, 
rather  than  simply  proposing  emendations  to  Addai  and  Mari. 

In  their  general  studies  of  the  origin  of  the  eucharistic  prayer,  Louis 
Ligier,  Louis  Bouyer,  and  Thomas  Talley32  have  regarded  the  three 
Ghanata  of  Addai  and  Mari  as  corresponding  to  the  three  berakoth  of 
Didache  10,  and  behind  them  both,  the  three  berakoth  of  the  Jewish 
meal  prayer,  the  birkat  ha-mazon.  Accepting  this  correspondence,  and 
building  on  the  suggestions  of  Macomber,  reconstructions  have  been 
offered  by  Jose  Manuel  Sanchez  Caro33  and  H.A.J.  Wegman.34 

Sanchez  Caro  reconstructs  the  text  as  follows: 

Paragraph  B,  without  any  reference  to  Father,  Son,  and 

Spirit. 

D, 

E,  excluding  "who  have  been  pleasing  in  your  sight," 

"your  Messiah"  and  the  petition  for  peace, 
adding  "as  you  have  taught  us  through  your 
holy  gospel" 

Institution  narrative,  from  Sharar. 

Anamnesis,  based  on  Sharar  and  G. 

F,  reconstructed. 

I. 

The  reconstructed  prayer  begins  by  addressing  God  in  the  second 
person,  and  then  switches  to  the  third  person,  which  is  explained  as 
following  the  pattern  of  Jewish  berakoth.  Sanchez  Caro  suggests  that 
later  evolution  of  the  text  saw  the  introduction  of  the  Sanctus,  bor¬ 
rowed  from  the  Qedussah  de  Yoser  of  the  synagogue  morning  service, 
and  an  epiclesis;  later  still,  reference  to  the  Trinity  was  introduced 
into  B.  After  the  fifth-century  schisms,  the  anaphora  developed 
differently  in  the  two  Churches,  and  the  East  Syrian  version  lost  its 
institution  narrative,  probably  in  the  liturgical  reform  of  Iso'yabh  III. 
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Herman  Wegman  has  also  offered  a  reconstruction  of  the  "primi¬ 
tive"  form  of  the  prayer.  In  his  opinion  the  prayer  was  a  table  prayer 
in  four  strophes,  comparable  to  the  Didache  10  and  the  Birkat  ha- 
mazon,  the  fourth  strophe  being  a  kind  of  chatirnah  or  concluding 
doxology.  The  prayer  consisted  of  paragraphs 

B,  without  reference  to  the  Trinity. 

D. 

E. 

I. 

A  second  stage  of  development  saw  the  introduction  of  an  institu¬ 
tion  narrative  (preserved  in  Sharar),  with  anamnesis  and  epiclesis  (G 
and  H).  In  his  opinion  F  represents  an  even  later  addition. 

A.  Verheul  similarly  offered  a  reconstruction  based  on  the  birkat 
ha-mazon.  He  argued  that  its  original  form  was  of  four  sections: 

B. 

D.  +  G. 

H. 

I. 

These  correspond  to  the  three  berakoth  of  the  Jewish  meal  prayer 
and  its  final  chatirnah.  Verheul  is  dependent  upon  Wegman  whom  he 
cites.35 

While  many  scholars  have  seen  a  tripartite  structure  in  Addai  and 
Mari,  Jacob  Vellian  has  drawn  attention  to  the  similarities  in  structure 
and  theme  which  exist  between  Addai  and  Mari  and  the  synagogue 
morning  berakoth  before  the  Shema,  the  Yoser,  and  the  Ahabah.  Yoser 
gives  praise  for  creation  and  ends  with  the  Qedussah  (Isaiah  6:3);  the 
Ahabah  is  a  recalling  of  the  gifts  of  God's  love,  such  as  the  Torah  and 
the  land;  it  includes  a  commemoration  of  the  fathers,  and  has  a 
petition  for  peace.  The  doxologies  of  Addai  and  Mari  divide  the 
anaphora  in  two:  the  first  part,  A.-D.,  has  a  similar  focus  to  Yoser  with 
Qedussah,  adding  a  general  commemoration  of  the  economy  of 
Christ.  There  are  also  similarities  between  the  themes  of  E.,  F.,  and  I., 
and  of  the  Ahabah.  Vellian  writes: 

If  we  follow  the  pattern  of  the  morning  berakoth  in  question,  we 
may  not  find  any  place  which  explicitly  invites  the  Institution- 
Narrative.  So  it  could  be  that  the  Anaphora  of  Addai  and  Mari, 
which  does  not  give  any  glimpse  of  the  Institution-Narrative 
prior  to  the  sixteenth  century,  was  composed  after  the  pattern  of 
the  morning  berakoth  A 
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In  1982  W.F.  Macomber  published  his  reconstruction  of  the  "origi¬ 
nal  form"  of  the  anaphora  underlying  Addai  and  Mari  and  the 
Maronite  Sharar ,37  He  argued  that  it  dates  at  least  from  the  third  or 
fourth  century,  and  possibly  even  the  second  century.  He  also 
expressed  the  view  that  often  the  Maronite  version  has  retained  the 
more  archaic  readings.  He  believed  that  the  anaphora  was  originally 
addressed  to  the  Son,  and  that  the  narrative  of  institution  in  Sharar 
may  represent  the  substance  of  what  was  found  in  the  common 
version.  In  his  reconstruction  he  has  accepted  that  some  of  the 
material  which  occurs  only  in  the  Maronite  anaphora  as  being 
original,  and  likewise  one  section  which  occurs  only  in  the  East 
Syrian  anaphora.  He  includes  the  epiclesis  in  brackets,  suggesting 
that  it  was  a  fourth-century  addition.  He  thus  gives  the  following: 

A.  (emended  in  the  light  of  the  Maronite  version). 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E.  (Maronite  version  which  includes: 

-  institution  narrative; 

-  anamnesis; 

-  intercessions). 

F.  (Maronite  version). 

G. 

(H.) 

I. 

Jean  Magne38  in  1987  published  a  study  of  the  two  versions  of  the 
anaphora,  and  proposed  a  reconstruction  as  follows: 

A. 

B. 

C. 

E. 

D. 

H.  +  the  last  versicle  of  A.  as  an  introduction. 

Underlying  this  there  are,  according  to  Magne,  two  independent 
hymns  (B.  and  C.).  The  stages  of  the  additions  were: 

I.  The  addition  of  D  to  C; 

2.  The  addition  of  intercessions  and  the  oblation/epiclesis 
to  B. 

3.  An  interpolation  of  the  commemoration  and  offering  of  the 
passion. 

4.  The  fusion  of  the  Sanctus  and  the  post -Sanctus  with  the 
rest  of  the  developing  anaphora. 
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In  1989  William  Marston  published  a  very  short  study  arguing 
(with  very  little  evidence)  that  the  anaphora  had  originally  been 
based  upon  the  Lord's  Prayer,  and  was  perhaps  a  thanksgiving  for 
that  prayer.  His  reconstruction34  utilized: 

A. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

F. /G.  reformulated. 

I. 

The  most  recent  study  to  date  is  that  of  Anthony  Gelston  of  the 
University  of  Durham;  Gelston  provides  an  eclectic  text  of  the  East 
Syrian  anaphora,  based  upon  the  medieval  manuscripts.40  He  is  not 
convinced  of  the  birkat  ha-mazon  links,  the  synagogal  parallels,  the 
reconstructions  of  Magne,  or  the  Marston  proposal.  He  is  also  suspi¬ 
cious  of  attaching  too  much  weight  to  the  Maronite  text,  and  rejects 
Macomber's  estimation  of  the  institution  narrative  of  Sharar.  The 
study  includes  an  introduction  and  commentary,  and  a  very  cautious 
proposed  reconstruction.  He  accepts  that  the  Maronite  opening 
dialogue  is  more  original,  but  argues  that  the  anaphora  was  origi¬ 
nally  addressed  to  the  Father.  Where  the  anaphora  seems  to  address 
the  Son,  this  he  argues  should  be  interpreted  in  the  light  of  2 
Corinthians  5:19.  However,  Gelston  does  suggest  reordering  the 
intercessions  E.-F.  with  the  help  of  the  fragment  published  by 
Connolly.  He  reconstructs  the  text  thus: 

Do  thou,  O  my  Lord,  in  thy  manifold  mercies 

make  a  good  remembrance  for  all  the  upright  and  just  fathers, 

the  prophets  and  apostles  and  martyrs  and  confessors, 

in  the  commemoration  of  the  body  and  blood  of  thy  Christ, 

which  we  offer  to  thee  upon  the  pure  and  holy  altar, 

as  thou  hast  taught  us  in  his  life-giving  Gospel. 

And  make  with  us  thy  tranquility  and  thy  peace  all  the 
days  of  the  age, 

that  all  the  inhabitants  of  the  world  may  know  thee, 
that  thou  alone  art  God  the  true  Father, 
and  thou  didst  send  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  thy  Son  and 
thy  Beloved. 

And  may  they  stand  before  thee  in  all  purity  and  holiness, 
the  bishops  and  priests  and  deacons 
and  all  the  children  of  the  holy  Church 
signed  with  the  sign  of  holy  baptism. 
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AN  ORIGINAL  FORM? 

The  publication  of  the  Mar  Esa'ya  text  of  Addai  and  Mari  and  of  a 
critical  text  of  Sharar  has  encouraged  renewed  speculation  on  the 
anaphora  of  the  apostles,  and  the  quest  for  its  "original  text."  At 
present  there  is  no  consensus  regarding  solutions  to  all  the  problems 
which  the  texts  present.  As  Emmanuel  Cutrone  puts  it,  "it  is  only 
painfully  obvious  that  there  is  still  mystery  and  enigma  associated 
with  Addai  and  Mari."41  However,  it  is  possible  that  attempts  to 
reconstruct  a  single  "original  text"  are  misleading,  and  that  wecan  do 
no  more  than  identify  the  common  material  found  in  the  two 
anaphoras.  Writing  on  the  Jewish  berakoth,  Joseph  Heinemann  em¬ 
phasized: 

We  must  not  try  to  determine  by  philological  methods  the 
"original"  text  of  any  prayer  without  first  determining  whether 
or  not  such  an  "original"  text  ever  existed.  For  we  are  dealing 
with  materials  which  originated  as  part  of  an  oral  tradition  and 
hence  by  their  very  nature  were  not  phrased  in  any  fixed  uniform 
formulation — which  at  a  later  stage  came  to  be  "revised"  and 
expanded — but  rather  were  improvised  on  the  spot;  and,  subse¬ 
quently,  "re-improvised"  and  reworded  in  many  different  for¬ 
mulations  in  an  equally  spontaneous  fashion.42 

Early  eucharistic  prayers  may  have  followed  some  outline,  but 
they  were  the  free  composition  of  the  bishop  or  president.43  If  the 
Anaphora  of  the  Apostles  is  early,  and  if  we  are  to  take  its  Semitic 
background  seriously,  it  may  be  that  we  have  two  developed,  or  "re¬ 
improvised"  and  reworded  versions  of  a  once  oral  tradition.  It  is 
perhaps  more  accurate  to  speak  of  a  common  tradition  rather  than  of 
an  "original  text." 
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2 

The  Original  Form  of  the 
Anaphora  of  the  Apostles: 
A  Suggestion  in  the  Light  of 
Maronite  Sharar 


Among  modern  liturgical  scholars  the  late  Dr.  Baynard  H.  Jones 

seems  to  stand  conspicuously  alone  in  his  belief  that  Addai  and  Mari 
is  merely  a  precis  of  the  Anaphora  of  Nestorius,  dating  from  the  early 
seventh  century.1  Most  scholars,  taking  its  Semitic  character  more 
seriously,  have  recognized  this  East  Syrian  Liturgy  as  an  important 
witness  to  the  early  pattern  of  the  anaphora.2  Whereas  for  Dr.  Jones 
the  absence  of  an  institution  narrative  might  easily  be  explained  as  a 
mark  of  the  extravagance  of  the  abbreviator,  and  is  of  little  conse¬ 
quence,  for  those  who  accept  an  early  dating  it  still  poses  a  problem 
concerning  the  shape  and  content  of  the  early  eucharistic  prayer. 

The  textual  problem  is  well  known,  but  for  convenience  we  may 
briefly  restate  it. 

The  East  Syrian  manuscripts  of  Addai  and  Mari  lack  an  institution 
narrative,  and  in  the  Urmiah  Missal  for  the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury's 
Mission,  1890,  the  editors  inserted  1  Corinthians  11:23-25  at  a  point 
which  seemed  suitable,  namely,  before  the  Kussapd  "O  Lord  of  Hosts, 
accept  this  offering,"  and  the  ghdntd  commemorating  the  "just  and 
righteous  fathers."  Similarly  in  the  Catholic  Chaldean  Missal  (Mosul, 
1 901  and  1 936)  a  narrative  has  been  inserted  in  the  middle  of  the  post- 
Sanctus  prayer  before  the  Christological  prayer  "we  your  weak,  frail 
and  miserable  servants."  In  neither  instance  is  there  any  manuscript 
authority  for  such  insertions. 
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This  apparent  omission  in  the  manuscript  tradition  finds  confir¬ 
mation  in  the  Syro-Malabar  liturgy.  By  means  of  a  detailed  concor¬ 
dance  R.  H.  Connolly  and  Edmund  Bishop  illustrated  that  the  Malabar 
liturgy  was  essentially  the  same  as  the  liturgy  of  Addai  and  Mari; 
they  were  in  fact  one  and  the  same  liturgy.3  In  this  case,  however,  an 
institution  narrative  was  to  be  found,  but  after  the  anaphora  and 
before  the  faction.4  This  strange  positioning  confirmed  that  at  least 
since  the  fifteenth  century  no  institution  narrative  was  contained 
within  the  anaphora. 

The  discovery  of  the  Mar  Esa'ya  manuscript  at  Mosul,  now  the 
earliest  known  manuscript  of  Addai  and  Mari,  confirms  that  this  is 
true  also  of  the  tenth  or  eleventh  century.0 

Has  an  institution  narrative  dropped  out  of  the  anaphora,  and  if  so, 
what  was  its  position  and  why  did  it  drop  out?  Or  did  the  anaphora 
quite  simply  never  contain  an  institution  narrative? 

In  his  influential  article  on  the  original  structure  of  Addai  and 
Mari,  Professor  E.C.  Ratcliff,  accepting  that  it  had  never  contained  an 
institution  narrative,  questioned  much  of  the  remainder  of  the 
anaphora  in  the  manuscript  tradition  represented  by  the  version  of 
Brightman  in  Liturgies  Eastern  and  Western .6  On  the  authority  of 
Edmund  Bishop,  Ratcliff  excised  not  only  the  Kussdpa  intercessions, 
but  also  those  of  the  ghdnta.7  Of  the  remainder  of  the  text,  he  believed 
the  Sanctus  and  the  epiclesis  to  be  later  additions,  and  the  doxology 
after  the  post- Sanctus  which  divides  the  anaphora  into  two,  he 
suggested  was  a  doublet  introduced  on  account  of  the  intruding 
intercessions.8  Observing  that  Addai  and  Mari  was  in  part  addressed 
to  the  Trinity  and  in  part  to  the  Son,  Ratcliff  wished  to  reduce  the 
anaphora  to  three  paragraphs  addressed  to  Christ,  and  labelled  it  a 
"eucharistia,"  a  rite  which  came  somewhere  in  between  the  Mass  and 
the  agape.9 

When  Ratcliffs  suggestions  are  compared  with  the  Mar  Esa'ya  text, 
they  find  support  only  in  the  removal  of  the  Kussdpa  intercessions. 
The  ghdnta  for  the  righteous  fathers  and  the  church,  the  Sanctus,  the 
epiclesis  and  the  two  doxologies  are  all  contained  in  the  oldest 
manuscript,  and  it  gives  no  support  for  their  removal. 

An  objection  to  this  comparison  might  be  that  Ratcliff  was  con¬ 
cerned  with  the  original  structure  of  the  prayer  in  the  second  or  third 
century,  and  not  as  it  had  developed  in  the  tenth  or  eleventh  century. 
But  the  antiquity  of  the  Mar  Esa'ya  text  and  the  date  of  the  manu¬ 
scripts  containing  it  are  not  necessarily  the  same.  The  possibility  of  a 
second  century  a.d.  dating  for  the  Mar  Esa'ya  text  has  been  partly 
established  by  the  work  of  Fr.  Jacob  Vellian  in  which  he  has  drawn 
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attention  to  the  close  affinities  which  exist  both  in  structure  and 
themes  between  it  and  the  two  berakoth  preceding  the  shema  of  the 
synagogue  morning  service,  the  Yoser  and  Ahabah .10 

Yoser,  which  is  the  first  part  of  the  morning  berakoth,  is  centered  on 
the  commemoration  of  creation  and  on  the  Qedussah.  The  first  part  of 
Addai  and  Mari  has  the  same  points  of  focus,  to  which  is  added  a 
general  commemoration  of  the  economy  of  Christ.  Of  particular  note 
is  the  striking  similarity  in  expression  between  the  Qedussah  and 
Sand  us. 

The  Ahabah,  the  second  part  of  the  morning  berakoth,  is  an  anamnesis 
of  the  gifts  of  God's  love  such  as  the  Torah  and  the  land;  it  contains 
a  commemoration  of  the  fathers,  refers  to  the  teaching  of  the  statutes, 
and  has  a  petition  for  peace.  The  similarities  are  quite  remarkable. 

Strangely  enough,  Vellian  does  not  discuss  the  dating  of  the  two 
Jewish  berakoth,  a  factor  which  would  seem  essential  for  his  thesis, 
since  the  text  he  uses  is  that  of  the  eighth-century  a.d.  Seder  Amram 
Gaon.  The  validity  of  the  comparison  rests  on  the  two  synagogue 
berakoth  either  antedating  or  being  contemporaneous  with  Addai  and 
Mari.  In  fact,  Vellian's  comparison  cannot  be  entirely  accepted.  The 
forms  of  the  Yoser  and  Ahabah  which  he  gives  from  the  Seder  Amram 
Gaon,  and  which  are  almost  identical  to  those  in  Singer's  Daily  Prayer 
Book,  are  too  late. 

The  Yoser  is  without  doubt  an  ancient  prayer  which  derives  from 
the  temple  liturgy;  but  the  Genizah  Fragments  published  by  Schechter 
indicate  that  the  prayer  was  originally  much  shorter  than  that  of  Seder 
Amram  Gaon.u  The  alphabetical  acrostics  are  almost  certainly  post 
sixth-century  additions.  The  Qedussah  is  an  ancient  liturgical  for¬ 
mula,  for  its  context  in  Isaiah  6  where  the  prophet's  vision  stems  from 
the  temple  worship,  suggests  that  it  was  an  established  part  of  the 
liturgy  at  that  date.12  But  temple  usage  is  not  the  same  as  the 
synagogue;  the  Genizah  Fragments  do  not  contain  this  portion  of  the 
Yoser,  and  there  is  no  cogent  proof  for  the  existence  in  Palestine  of  a 
Qedussah  in  Yoser  in  the  second  century  a.d.13  Similarly  with  the 
Ahabah;  rabbinic  interpretation  of  the  temple  worship  given  in  Mishna 
Tamid  V  maintains  that  the  Ahabah  was  recited  every  morning  in  the 
period  of  the  second  temple,  but  according  to  Finkelstein,  it  was  quite 
unknown  before  about  a.d.  150-200. 14  Again,  the  evidence  of  the 
Genizah  Fragments  indicate  that  the  petition  for  peace  is  a  later 
insertion.15 

Yet  in  spite  of  this  criticism,  there  is  certainly  no  reason  to  abandon 
Vellian's  important  comparison  in  its  more  general  terms.  The  texts 
of  the  berakoth  were  not  fixed  in  the  first  or  second  centuries  a.d.,  and 
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the  Genizah  Fragments  probably  represent  what  was  by  custom 
usually  said,  and  not  necessarily  all  that  was  said.  The  omission  of  the 
Qedussah  from  the  Yoser  does  not  necessarily  mean  that  it  was  not 
used.  In  the  Apocalypse  in  the  vision  of  the  heavenly  worship,  the 
Sanctus  is  sung,  not  by  the  Seraphim  as  in  Isaiah,  but  by  the  four  living 
creatures;  and  it  is  also  the  "holy  Chayoth,"  the  living  creatures  of 
Ezekiel  who  utter  the  Qedussah.  In  fact,  several  Christian  liturgies 
open  with  a  preface  and  Sanctus  which  resemble  the  Yoser  with 
Qedussah  too  closely  to  be  an  accident;  the  use  of  the  Sanctus  in 
Christian  liturgy  suggests  an  early  rather  than  a  late  date  for  the 
synagogue  Qedussah.16  The  texts  of  the  prayers  were  handed  down 
orally  and  were  to  some  extend  flexible  and  could  be  elaborated  for 
otherwise  they  could  not  have  reached  the  present  form  in  the 
modern  synagogue  service.  A  certain  liberty  was  allowed,  and  themes 
of  peace  and  for  the  gathering  of  Israel — themes  which  certainly 
antedate  Christianity17 — might  well  have  been  included  in  the  sec¬ 
ond-century  synagogue  berakoth.  It  will  be  recalled  that  a  similar 
freedom  was  enjoyed  by  the  Christian  president  or  bishop.18  There  is 
no  logical  reason  why,  in  the  early  second  century,  when  giving 
thanks,  a  bishop  of  a  Jewish  Christian  congregation  could  not  have 
modelled  his  eucharistic  prayer  on  the  developing  synagogue  berakoth, 
possibly  at  a  time  when  the  synaxis  and  the  missa  fidelium  were 
becoming  one  service. 

Indeed,  we  should  be  warned  against  the  arbitrary  reasons  which 
scholars  sometimes  give  for  unnecessary  and  ruthless  emendation.  If 
similar  themes  are  present  in  pre-Christian  or  contemporaneous 
Jewish  liturgy,  there  is  no  valid  reason  for  excising  them  from 
Christian  liturgy.  This  also  applies  to  the  lack  of  logical  sequence 
which  again  the  Jewish  berakoth  display  in  some  places;  the  fact  that 
in  an  anaphora  paragraphs  do  not  always  connect  cannot  be  an  a 
priori  reason  for  jettisoning  certain  parts  of  them.  But  above  all  there 
is  certainly  no  need  to  weld  Addai  and  Mari  into  one  short  prayer 
with  one  doxology.  In  his  assessment  Ratcliff  assumed  that  the  early 
eucharistic  prayer  was  always  of  this  nature.  Such  an  assumption  is 
not  entirely  justified.  The  birkat  ha-mazon  which  many  regard  as  the 
type  of  prayer  used  by  Jesus  at  the  Last  Supper  in  association  with  the 
cup,  consisted  not  of  one  prayer  with  a  single  doxology,  but  of  three 
berakoth ,  each  with  a  doxology.  A  strong  case  has  been  made  for  the 
prayer  in  Didache  1 0  being  merely  a  Christianized  version  of  the  birkat 
ha-mazon,  and  this  prayer  also  consists  of  three  blessings  each  with  a 
Chatimah.19  Justin  Martyr,  remarking  that  the  president  gives  thanks 
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"at  considerable  length/'  states  that  "Amen"  was  said  by  the  people 
when  he  had  concluded  "the  prayers  and  thanksgivings."20  The 
plural  may  not  be  without  significance.  There  is  no  a  priori  reason  why 
the  first  doxology  in  Addai  and  Mari  should  be  regarded  as  an 
interpolation  simply  because  it  divides  the  anaphora  into  two  parts. 
The  eucharistic  prayer,  which  is  one  complete  prayer  with  a  careful 
sequence  of  thought  and  which  contains  clear  link  words  between  the 
various  sections,  may  well  be  the  prayer  upon  which  the  redactor,  or 
the  Hellenizer,  has  been  at  work.  Perhaps  the  single  anaphora  of  the 
Apostolic  T radition,  which  has  dominated  twentieth-century  liturgi¬ 
cal  revision,  belongs  in  this  latter  category;  certainly  there  is  no 
reason  to  regard  this  latter  as  the  only  authentic  pattern  for  the  early 
eucharistic  prayer.21 

On  analogy  with  the  two  synagogue  berakoth  preceding  the  Shema, 
it  would  be  quite  legitimate  to  express  the  structure  of  the  Mar  Esa'ya 
text  as  follows: 


Berakah  1 


(a)  Dialogue.  Let  your  mind  be  on  high. 

(b)  Blessing.  Worthy  of  Glory  from  all  mouths. 

(c)  Sanctus.  Thousands  upon  Thousands. 

(d)  Anamnesis  of  the  work  of  Christ.  And  with 
these  heavenly  hosts. 

(e)  Doxology. 


Berakah  2 


(f)  Ghanta.  In  your  great  and  unspeakable 
mercies. 

(g)  Ghanta.  So  that  all  the  inhabitants. 

(h)  (Anamnesis?).  We  too  O  Lord. 

(i)  Epiclesis. 

(j)  Doxology. 


On  the  same  analogy,  there  is  adequate  justification  (though 
certainly  not  conclusive  proof!)  for  assigning  the  text  to  the  second 
century. 

In  comparing  the  Mar  Esa'ya  text  with  the  Yoser  and  Ahabah,  V ellian 
finds  no  place  which  explicitly  invites  the  institution  narrative.22 
Indeed,  if  the  comparison  is  valid,  the  only  place  in  which  a  narrative 
could  come  is  after  the  two  berakoth  as  a  parallel  with  the  Shema,  as  it 
does  in  the  Malabar  liturgy.  Such  a  position  is  theologically  defen¬ 
sible,  since  the  words  spoken  by  Jesus  followed  the  blessings  and 
were  not  part  of  them.  It  would  also  give  a  precedent  for  the  position 
it  occupies  in  many  Reformed  rites.  But  the  evidence  of  the  Malabar 
liturgy  is  too  late  to  be  of  any  value  here,  and  in  any  case  its  position 
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in  this  liturgy  seems  itself  to  be  one  answer  to  the  problem  of  an 
apparent  absence. 

A  very  strong  argument  for  the  inclusion  of  an  institution  narrative 
within  the  Anaphora  of  Addai  and  Mari  was  put  forward  by  Dom 
Bernard  Botte.23  Botte's  argument  centers  on  the  prayer  after  the 
ghdnta  for  the  church,  (par.  h)  where  the  text  he  used  reads  thus: 

And  we  also,  o  my  Lord,  your  weak,  frail  and  miserable  servants 
who  are  gathered  together  in  your  name,  both  stand  before  you 
at  this  time  and  have  received  the  example  which  is  from  you 
delivered  unto  us,  rejoicing  and  praising  and  exalting  and 
commemorating  and  celebrating  this  great  and  fearful  and  holy 
and  lifegiving  and  divine  mystery  of  the  passion  and  the  death 
and  the  burial  and  the  resurrection  of  our  Lord  and  Savior  Jesus 
Christ. 

Botte  finds  a  hiatus  at  the  beginning  of  this  paragraph,  the  words 
of  which  seem  to  require  a  foregoing  sentence.  Furthermore,  the  last 
part  of  the  paragraph,  "commemorating . . .  resurrection,"  recalls  the 
phraseology  found  in  the  classical  anamnesis  which  follows  the 
institution  narrative.  In  another  East  Syrian  anaphora,  that  of 
Theodore,  an  anamnesis  is  found  which  has  similar  wording  to  this 
paragraph  of  Addai  and  Mari,  but  there  it  follows  an  institution 
narrative  which  has  a  peculiar  form. 

On  the  night  when  he  was  betrayed,  with  his  apostles  he  cel¬ 
ebrated  this  mystery,  great,  awesome,  holy  and  divine:  taking 
bread  he  blessed  it  and  broke  it  and  gave  it  to  his  disciples  saying: 
this  is  my  body  which  is  broken  for  you  so  that  sins  may  be 
forgiven. 

Likewise  with  the  chalice:  he  offered  thanks,  gave  it  to  them  and 
said:  this  is  the  blood  of  the  new  covenant  which  is  shed  for  many 
so  that  sins  maybe  forgiven.  Take,  all  of  you,  and  eat  of  this  bread 
and  drink  of  this  chalice,  and  do  this  whenever  you  gather 
together  in  memory  of  me. 

We  are  now  gathered  together  just  as  he  prescribed,  we,  your 
weak,  frail  and  miserable  servants,  to  celebrate  by  your  favor  the 
great,  awesome,  holy  and  divine  mystery  by  which  the  salvation 
of  all  our  human  race  has  been  accomplished. 

If  this  institution  narrative  is  connected  with  the  paragraph  of 
Addai  and  Mari,  the  words  of  the  latter  seem  to  echo  the  words  from 
Theodore.  Botte  also  finds  a  reference  to  the  institution  narrative  in 
Ephraem  and  Aphrahat,  where  the  institution  narrative  seems  to 
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have  ended  "whenever  you  are  gathered  together  in  my  name."  The 
paragraph  of  Addai  and  Mari  would  seem  to  follow  on  from  such  an 
institution  narrative  and  may  therefore  be  regarded  as  an  anamnesis. 
The  conclusion  which  can  be  drawn  from  this  is  that  this  anamnesis 
is  the  record  of  a  recital  of  an  institution  narrative  which  has  disap¬ 
peared.24 

Botte's  argument  is  extremely  convincing,  though  it  has  been 
questioned  on  two  accounts.  The  first  is  the  objection  made  by  Dom 
H.  Engberding.25  Although  accepting  the  paragraph  as  authentic, 
Engberding  does  not  believe  that  it  is  an  anamnesis.  The  difficulty  is 
that  the  sentence  contains  no  main  verb,  and  translators  and  re¬ 
searchers  have  tried  to  discover  one.  Thus  Renaudot  makes  "com¬ 
memorating"  and  "celebrating"  the  main  verbs;  Brightman,  "we 
stand"  and  "we  have  received";  Botte  confines  himself  to  "we  have 
received."  Engberding  compares  it  with  other  anaphoras  to  see  if 
similar  constructions  are  found  elsewhere.  He  finds  similar  construc¬ 
tions  spread  widely  in  the  intercessions  where  after  a  prayer  for  the 
dead  there  occurs  one  for  the  living  introduced  by  "we  also."  Very 
similar  is  a  section  in  the  Anaphora  of  Nestorius: 

Therefore,  o  Lord,  we  thy  weak,  frail  and  miserable  servants, 
who  are  far  from  you,  yet  whom  in  the  multitude  of  your  mercies 
you  have  vouchsafed  to  stand  before  you,  and  minister  this 
awful,  glorious,  and  divine  service. 

The  paragraph  of  Addai  and  Mari  is  then,  according  to  Engberding, 
a  continuation  of  the  ghanta  for  the  living;  it  forms  part  of  the 
intercessions  and  is  not  an  anamnesis. 

The  second  objection  to  Botte's  hypothesis  comes  from  the  Mar 
Esa'ya  text  of  Addai  and  Mari.  Botte's  argument  was  strengthened  by 
the  references  of  Ephraem  and  Aphrahat  to  a  narrative  which  ended 
with  the  words  "gathered  together  in  my  name,"  which  Addai  and 
Mari  seems  to  pick  up.  But  the  Mar  Esa'ya  text  does  not  contain  the  key 
phrase  "in  your  name."  In  his  consideration  of  the  implications  of  the 
Mar  Esa'ya  text  Emmanuel  Cutrone  believed  that  this  greatly  weak¬ 
ened,  if  not  totally  destroyed,  Botte's  argument.26 

Let  us  consider  the  second  of  these  objections.  Though  Botte's 
argument  is  weakened  by  the  Mar  Esa'ya  text,  Cutrone  surely  exag¬ 
gerates  in  the  suggestion  that  it  is  totally  destroyed.  Botte  appealed 
to  the  anamnesis  of  Theodore,  which  still  lends  some  support  to  his 
argument.  A  similar  institution  narrative-anamnesis  link  is  to  be 
found  in  the  Ethiopic  Anaphora  of  St.  John  the  Evangelist. 
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And  likewise  He  gave  praise  over  thecupalso,and  said,Thiscup 
is  My  Blood  of  the  new  covenant.  Take  drink  of  it,  all  of  you.  It 
is  a  wondrous  sign  to  all  who  worship  Him,  (and)  a  bar  of 
judgment  to  them  that  crucified  (Him),  which  was  written  with 
His  Blood  and  sealed  by  His  Cross  and  signed  by  His  death  unto 
eternal  life,  by  which  sin  is  forgiven.  And  thus  make  memorial 
of  Me  when  you  are  gathered  together. 

We  also,  o  Lord,  who  have  gathered  together  to  make  memorial 
of  your  Passion  and  be  partakers  with  you  in  your  resurrection 
from  the  dead,  beseech  thee,  o  Lord  our  God,  that  as  the  bread 
was  gathered  when  it  was  scattered  over  mountains  and  hills 
and  in  the  desert  and  valleys,  and  being  gathered  was  made  one 
perfect  loaf,  even  so  gather  us  from  every  evil  thought  of  sin  into 
your  perfect  faith,  and  as  the  mingling  of  this  wine  with  water 
cannot  be  separated  into  its  two  parts,  even  so  may  your  Godhead 
be  joined  with  our  manhood  and  our  manhood  with  your 
Godhead,  your  greatness  with  our  lowliness  and  our  lowliness 
with  your  greatness.27 

The  expansion  of  the  words  of  institution  and  the  use  of  the 
Didache  in  the  anamnesis  here  suggest  that  the  anaphora,  or  this  part 
of  it,  is  relatively  late.  But  we  give  it  merely  to  illustrate  that  here  is 
another  anamnesis  which  commences  "we  also"  and  centers  on 
"gathered  together";  there  is  no  phrase  "in  your  name,"  but  it  is 
nevertheless  an  anamnesis.  Even  without  the  phrase  "in  your  name," 
the  paragraph  in  Mar  Esaya  could  still  be  an  anamnesis.  The  words 
"in  your  name"  may  be  a  later  refinement.  There  is  even  the  possibil¬ 
ity  that  they  have  dropped  out  of  the  Mar  Esa'ya  text. 

What  of  Dom  Engberding's  objection?  To  accept  that  the  para¬ 
graph  is  a  continuation  of  the  ghanta  would  certainly  solve  the 
problem  of  the  main  verb,  and  would  also  exclude  the  necessity  of  an 
institution  narrative  at  this  point  in  the  anaphora.  However,  the  links 
with  the  institution  narrative  in  Theodore  make  it  difficult  to  believe 
that  Botte  is  entirely  mistaken  in  his  estimation  of  the  paragraph.  As 
an  anamnesis,  it  would  appear  to  be  of  a  primitive  form;  it  is,  for 
example,  less  developed  than  that  of  Byzantine  Basil,  and  limits  the 
commemoration  to  passion,  death,  burial,  and  resurrection.  In  this 
respect  it  can  be  compared  with  that  of  Apostolic  Tradition  where  the 
commemoration  is  confined  to  " mortis  et  resurrectionis."  It  is  so  like  an 
anamnesis  that  we  may  be  forgiven  for  mistaking  it  for  one.  For  my 
own  part,  I  accept  that  the  paragraph  is  an  anamnesis,  and  presup¬ 
poses  an  institution  narrative.  But  this  must  be  immediately  quali- 
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fied;  as  well  as  the  problem  of  the  main  verb,  the  paragraph  switches 
from  addressing  the  Son  to  the  Father,  and  it  leaves  us  with  a  carefully 
constructed  link  with  a  particular  form  of  the  institution  narrative. 
We  have  previously  noted  that  where  we  find  careful  link  words,  the 
redactor  may  well  have  been  hard  at  work. 

It  is  at  this  point  that  we  turn  to  consider  Maronite  Sharar  or  the 
Anaphora  of  St.  Peter  III.  The  close  relationship  that  exists  between 
Addai  and  Mari  and  sections  of  Maronite  Sharar  was  pointed  out  long 
ago  by  such  distinguished  liturgists  as  Rahmani  and  Baumstark,  and 
more  recently  by  Engberding  and  W.F.  Macomber.28  In  spite  of  this, 
Sharar  has  been  ignored  by  most  scholars,  or  simply  dismissed 
without  consideration.  Possibly  this  results  from  a  lack  of  confidence 
in  a  community  which  in  the  fifth  century  was  devoted  to  Byzantine 
language,  culture,  and  faith,  and  in  the  seventh  century  embraced 
monothelitism,  and  which  at  the  time  of  the  Crusades  became  a 
Uniate  Church.  Its  liturgies  are  West  Syrian  with  Roman  importa¬ 
tions.29  Again,  many  parts  of  Sharar  are  late  insertions  such  as  private 
devotions  of  the  celebrant.  However,  a  careful  comparison  between 
the  relevant  passages  of  Sharar  with  the  Mar  Esa'ya  text  suggests  that 
any  hasty  dismissal  of  the  Maronite  anaphora  is  extremely  unwise. 
The  relationship  is  such  as  to  indicate  an  underlying  common  source; 
furthermore,  the  Maronite  anaphora  contains  an  institution  narra¬ 
tive. 

In  many  instances  Maronite  Sharar  seems  to  have  preserved  a  more 
original  text.  In  Addai  and  Mari  the  opening  prayer  of  praise  is 
addressed  to  the  Trinity,  the  post -Sanctus  to  the  Son,  and  th e  ghanta 
for  the  dead  and  the  anamnesis  oscillate  between  the  Father  and  the 
Son.  When  the  corresponding  sections  of  Sharar  are  compared,  the 
opening  prayer  of  praise  is  also  addressed  to  the  T rinity,  but  from  the 
post -Sanctus  to  the  concluding  doxology,  the  corresponding  sections 
are  addressed  to  the  Son. 

In  both  instances  the  address  to  the  T rinity  is  late;  the  text  may  have 
originally  read: 

Glory  to  you  the  adorable  and  glorious  Name,  who  created  the 
worldsthrough  yourgraceand  all  its  (their?)  inhabitants  through 
compassion.  And  made  redemption  for  mortals  through  grace. 30 

However,  was  it  addressed  to  the  Father  or  to  the  Son?  Which  is  the 
most  likely?  Would  the  Maronites  have  deliberately  altered  an 
anaphora  which  was  addressed  to  the  Father  so  as  to  address  it  to  the 
Son?  Although  this  is  not  inconsistent  with  monothelitism,  it  seems 
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unlikely,  and  why  should  not  a  similar  change  be  found  in  the  other 
Maronite  anaphoras?  It  is  much  more  likely  that  Sharar  confirms  the 
suggestion  of  Ratcliff  that  Addai  and  Mari  was  originally  addressed 
to  the  Son  throughout.  The  East  Syrian  text  has  been  altered,  though 
since  the  post -Sanctus  is  applicable  only  to  Christ,  it  has  remained 
unaltered. 

Sharar  might  also  explain  the  position  of  the  Sanctus.  According  to 
Ratcliff,  the  Sanctus  in  Addai  and  Mari  is  out  of  place. 

The  clauses  that  introduce  this  have  no  connexion  with  what 
precedes  them.  They  have  no  relevance  except  to  the  Sanctus; 
and  the  whole  passage  coming  in  between  a  thanksgiving  for 
salvation  and  grace  is  out  of  place.  As  in  the  Roman  Rite  so  in  the 
East-Syrian,  the  Sanctus  is  an  intrusion.31 

Ratcliff  assumed  two  things:  first,  that  if  the  paragraph  has  no 
connection  with  what  precedes  it,  it  must  therefore  be  an  interpola¬ 
tion;  and  secondly,  that  because  the  Sanctus  in  the  Roman  rite  appears 
to  be  an  intrusion,  it  is  legitimate  to  draw  the  same  conclusion  for 
Addai  and  Mari.  But  it  is  not  necessary  to  arrive  at  such  a  conclusion. 
Addai  and  Mari  praises  God  who  created  the  world  and  its  inhabit¬ 
ants;  in  Sharar  Glory  is  offered  to  him  who  created  the  world  and  its 
inhabitants.  Perhaps  here  the  readings  of  the  manuscript  Aleppensis 
619  and  Monacensis  5,  "their  inhabitants"  is  to  be  preferred.  The 
Sanctus  would  then  follow  as  an  affirmation  of  Glory;  it  would  be 
quite  logical  as  the  heavenly  "Glory"  offered  to  God  from  the  higher 
world,  to  which  is  then  added  the  thanksgiving  of  redeemed  mortals 
of  the  lower  world.  Perhaps  the  demythologizer  has  been  hard  at 
work  in  the  East  Syrian  text?  And  may  it  not  be  possible  that  its 
interpolation  into  the  Roman  Canon  was  precisely  because  there 
existed  some  anaphoras  whose  Jewish  pedigree  was  such  that  they 
had  always  included  it? 

That  Sharar  has  sometimes  preserved  the  better  reading  is  particu¬ 
larly  notable  in  the  post -Sanctus  prayer. 

Sharar  Addai  and  Man 


And  with  these  heavenly  powers  we 
give  thanks  to  you,  O  Lord,  even  we, 
your  lowly,  weak  and  miserable 


We  give  thanks  to  you,  O  Lord, 


servants,  because  you  have  effected 
in  us  a  great  grace  which  cannot  be 
repaid,  in  that  you  put  on  our 


we  your  sinful  servants 
because  you  have  effected  in 
us  your  grace  which  cannot  be 


repaid.  You  put  on  our  humanity  so  humanity  so  as  to  quicken  us  by 
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as  to  quicken  us  by  your  divinity. 

You  lifted  up  our  poverty  and  righted 
our  dejection.  And  you  quickened 
our  mortality,  and  you  justified  our 
sinfulness  and  you  forgave  our  debts. 
And  you  enlightened  our  under¬ 
standing,  and  vanquished  our 
enemies  and  made  triumphant  our 
lowliness. 


your  divinity.  And  you  lifted  up  our 
poor  estate,  and  righted  our  fall.  And 
you  forgave  us  our  debts.  You 
justified  our  sinfulness  and  you 
enlightened  our  understanding.  And 
you,  our  Lord  and  our  God,  van¬ 
quished  our  enemies  and  made 
triumphant  the  lowliness  of  our  weak 
nature  through  the  abounding 
compassion  of  your  grace. 


The  Maronite  version  has  thirty-one  Syriac  words  compared  with 
forty-five  in  Mar  Esa'ya;  twenty-eight  Syriac  words  are  common  to 
both.  Of  the  extra  three  words  in  Sharar,  only  one  word,  "sinful,"  is 
entirely  new,  corresponding  to  the  Mar  Esa'ya  "weak,  frail  and 
miserable."  The  other  two  words  ( ramyuthan ;  'ahith)  are  synonyms 
for  the  Mar  Esa'ya  words  ( mappultha ;  nahemth).  It  is  possible,  of  course, 
that  the  Maronite  redactor  has  made  a  precis  of  the  East  Syrian  text. 
But  it  seems  fairly  certain  that  with  regard  to  the  opening  sentence  of 
Addai  and  Mari,  "And  with  these  heavenly  hosts,"  the  East  Syrian 
text  has  been  provided  with  a  link  phrase  with  the  Sanctus,  which, 
had  it  been  original,  the  Maronite  redactor  is  unlikely  to  have 
abandoned. 

Another  example  is  the  epiclesis. 

Sharar  Addai  and  Mari 


Hear  me,  O  Lord.  Hear  me,  O  Lord. 
Hear  me,  O  Lord.  And  may  he  come, 
O  Lord,  your  living  and  Holy  Spirit, 
and  dwell  and  rest  upon  this  oblation 
of  your  servants.  And  may  it  be  to 
those  who  partake  for  the  pardon  of 
debts  and  the  forgiveness  of  sins  and 
for  a  blessed  resurrection  from  the 
dead  and  a  new  life  in  the  kingdom 
of  heaven  for  ever. 


May  he  come,  O  Lord,  your 
Holy  Spirit  and  rest  upon  this 
oblation  of  your  servants,  and 
bless  and  hallow  it,  that  it  may 
be  to  us,  O  Lord,  for  the  pardon 
of  debts  and  the  forgiveness  of 
sins,  and  a  great  hope  of  resur¬ 
rection  from  the  dead  and  a  new 
life  in  the  kingdom  of  heaven 
with  all  who  have  been  pleasing 
before  you. 


Here  it  would  appear  that  Addai  and  Mari  have  been  interpolated  by 
"bless  it  and  hallow  it"  from  the  other  two  Nestorian  anaphoras, 
Theodore  and  Nestorius.32  Again,  it  is  difficult  to  believe  that  the 
Maronite  redactor  carefully  removed  these  words  when  they  occur  in 
his  institution  narrative. 
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Although  not  every  section  is  so  favorable  to  Sharar,  there  is 
sufficient  reason  for  taking  this  anaphora  very  seriously  in  any 
estimation  of  the  Mar  Esa'ya  text.  1  his  includes  the  institution  narra¬ 
tive  of  the  Maronite  anaphora;  could  the  "missing"  institution  narra¬ 
tive  of  Addai  and  Mari  be  that  of  Sharar ? 

The  institution  narrative  in  Sharar  is  indeed  unusual,  both  in  its 
position  and  its  form.  It  comes  after  the  ghanta  for  the  righteous 
fathers  and  precedes  a  lengthy  anamnesis  and  intercession  which 
contains  the  ghanta  for  the  church.  The  text  is  addressed  to  the  Son: 

We  make,  O  Lord,  the  memorial  of  your  passion  as  you  have 
taught  us:  In  that  night  when  you  were  delivered  up  to  the 
crucifiers,  O  Lord,  you  took  bread  in  your  pure  and  holy  hands, 
and  you  looked  up  to  heaven  to  your  glorious  Father.  You 
blessed,  and  signed,  hallowed,  O  Lord,  and  broke  and  gave  to 
your  disciples,  the  blessed  apostles,  and  said  to  them,  'Thisbread 
is  my  body  which  is  broken  and  given  for  the  life  of  the  world, 
and  for  those  who  take  it,  for  the  pardon  of  debts  and  forgiveness 
of  sins.  Take,  eat  from  it,  and  it  will  be  to  you  for  eternal  life'. 

And  he  takes  the  cup  and  says: 

And  likewise  over  the  cup  you  gave  thanks  and  glorified  and 
said,  O  Lord,  'This  cup  is  my  blood  of  the  New  Testament  which 
is  shed  for  many  for  the  remission  of  sins.  Take,  drink  from  it  all 
of  you,  and  it  will  be  to  you  for  the  pardon  of  debts  and 
forgiveness  of  sins  and  eternal  life'.  Amen. 

And  he  says: 

For  whenever  you  eat  from  this  holy  body  and  drink  from  this 
cup  of  life  and  salvation  you  are  calling  to  remembrance  the 
death  and  resurrection  of  your  Lord  until  the  great  day  of  his 
coming. 

This  institution  account  has  been  the  subject  of  consideration  by  A. 
Raes  and  W.F.  Macomber.33  Raes,  noting  the  strange  form,  "This 
bread  is  my  body,"  which  provides  a  parallel  with  the  cup  saying, 
and  also  the  characteristic  West  Syrian  phrase  "remission  of  sins  and 
life  eternal,"  concluded  that  it  showed  signs  of  decadence,  and  could 
not  therefore  be  original.34  Macomber,  however,  was  prepared  to 
accept  that  Sharar  may  well  have  preserved  for  us  both  the  location 
and  the  substance  of  the  original  narrative  of  the  Anaphora  of  the 
Apostles.35  The  positioning  of  the  institution  is  so  unusual  as  to 
suggest  that  it  is  original;  a  redactor  is  unlikely  to  have  composed  an 
institution  narrative  addressed  to  the  Son,  a  feature  which  has  a 
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parallel  in  some  of  the  Ethiopic  anaphoras.  Furthermore,  although 
there  is  the  strange  form  of  the  bread  saying,  Macomber  notes  that 
overall  there  is  a  lack  of  symmetry,  which  often  indicates  an  early 
date. 

Of  these  two  considerations  and  opinions,  Raes  would  seem  to  be 
on  firmer  ground.  Diversity  of  forms  of  the  institution  narrative  is  a 
feature  of  West  Syrian  anaphoras,  and  not  all  forms  which  lack 
symmetry  are  of  an  early  date.36  The  fact  that  the  institution  is 
addressed  to  the  Son  again  is  not  necessarily  primitive,  but  rather  a 
sign  that  the  Maronite  redactor  has  been  consistent;  it  would  have 
been  odd  indeed  for  the  institution  to  be  addressed  to  the  Father 
when  it  succeeds  a  number  of  paragraphs  addressed  to  the  Son. 

The  position  of  the  narrative  also  suggests  that  it  is  a  later  addition. 
The  writer  knows  of  no  other  institution  narrative  that  follows  a 
commemoration  of  the  dead.  Furthermore,  if  the  commemoration  of 
the  righteous  fathers  is  compared  with  that  of  Addai  and  Mari,  it 
would  appear  that  here  the  East  Syrian  text  is  preferable.  Whereas  the 
Mar  Esa'ya  text  continues  with  a  prayer  for  peace  and  then  with  the 
ghanta  for  the  church,  in  Sharar  the  ghanta  for  the  righteous  fathers 
suddenly  develops  into  a  quotation  from  John  6:1 :  "T  am  the  bread  of 
life  which  came  down  from  heaven'  so  that  mortals  may  have  life 
through  me."  Yet  one  of  the  characteristics  of  Addai  and  Mari  is  its 
lack  of  direct  reference  to  the  New  Testament.  Furthermore,  the 
narrative  has  a  pick-up  on  the  words  "you  have  taught  us,"  which 
might  suggest  the  hand  of  the  refiner. 

However,  the  two  most  important  factors  against  this  narrative  in 
Sharar  being  the  "missing"  narrative  of  Addai  and  Mari  are,  first,  it 
simply  is  not  in  Addai  and  Mari,  and,  second,  it  does  not  have  the 
correct  form  to  connect  with  the  anamnesis  of  the  East  Syrian  text. 
Sharar  has  its  own  anamnesis  embedded  in  the  intercessions.  It  is 
quite  different  from  that  of  Addai  and  Mari. 

But  if  Sharar  is  of  little  help  in  the  quest  to  supply  an  institution 
narrative  for  Addai  and  Mari,  it  is  important  in  the  question  of  the 
authenticity  of  the  latter's  anamnesis  paragraph.  This  paragraph 
which  has  no  main  verb,  is  perhaps  the  most  problematical  section  of 
Addai  and  Mari.  The  whole  paragraph  is  absent  from  Sharar,  and  this 
must  raise  a  question  regarding  its  date.  Perhaps  it  could  be  a  later 
insertion  by  the  East  Syrian  redactor,  and  this  possibility  is  increased 
by  the  fact  that  parallels  are  found  in  Theodore  and  Nestorius,  with 
these  latter  perhaps  being  the  source  of  the  interpolation.  On  the 
other  hand,  many  scholars  have  regarded  this  section  as  having  a 
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primitive  "ring"  to  it.  The  words  "received  by  tradition  the  example 
(model)  which  is  from  you"  are  clearly  a  reference  to  the  institution 
of  the  eucharist,  and  one  might  speculate  as  to  whether  there  is  some 
connection  here  with  1  Corinthians  11:23  where,  underlying  Paul's 
Greek,  the  rabbinical  terms  qibbel  ("received")  and  masar  ("deliv¬ 
ered")  are  used  to  introduce  the  institution.  Perhaps  the  best  expla¬ 
nation  is  that  this  "anamnesis"  paragraph  is  better  termed  a  primitive 
Syrian  "institution-anamnesis,"  dating  from  a  time  when  a  reference 
to  the  institution  or  the  Lord's  example  was  regarded  as  quite 
adequate.  If  this  is  the  case,  then  the  Maronite  redactor,  or  developing 
tradition,  came  to  regard  them  as  inadequate,  and  so  removed  the 
paragraph,  replacing  it  with  a  full  institution  narrative  and  anamnesis. 

In  conclusion,  it  is  possible  to  see  Addai  and  Mari  as  a  prayer  with 
a  bipartite  structure,  or  two  -berakoth  structure.  The  first  glorifies  the 
Name  (of  Christ)  with  the  Sanctus,  post -Sanctus,  and  doxology,  which 
has  Jewish  parallels.37  The  second  consisted  of  a  commemoration  of 
the  righteous  fathers,  a  plea  for  peace,  and  prayer  for  the  ecclesia,  a 
reference  to  the  example  of  Christ,  an  epiclesis,  and  doxology.  In  this 
form  it  came  before  the  Maronite  redactor  who  included  a  full 
institution  narrative  and  anamnesis  in  place  of  the  older  "institution- 
anamnesis." 
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Addai  and  Mari  and  the 
Institution  Narrative: 
The  Tantalizing  Evidence  of 
Gabriel  Qatraya 


The  commentary  on  the  Nestorian  liturgical  rites  by  Gabriel  Qatraya 

Bar  Lip(h)ah  is  found  in  the  British  Museum's  thirteenth-century 
manuscript  Or.  3336,  and  is  apparently  the  only  surviving  copy.1 
Although  mentioned  in  a  footnote  by  Anton  Baumstark,2  it  is  due  to 
the  work  of  S.H.  Jammo  that  it  has  been  brought  to  the  attention  of 
liturgical  scholars.3  According  to  Jammo,  Qatraya's  work  is  to  be 
dated  between  615-625  a.d.  Towards  the  conclusion  of  his  article  in 
Orientalia  Christiana  Periodica  Jammo  wrote: 

La  presence  ou  l'absence  de  la  narration  de  la  Cene  du  Seigneur 
dans  l'anaphore  d' Addai  et  Mari  a  suscite  deja  bien  etudes  dont 
la  demiere  est  celle  de  B.  Botte.  Le  nouveau  texte  pourrait-il 
apporter  quelque  lumiere  dans  cet  epineux  probleme?4 

This  short  note  is  concerned  to  consider  the  " lumiere "  which  this 
manuscript  brings  to  the  "epineux  probleme." 

RECENT  VIEWS  ON  ADDAI  AND  MARI  AND  THE 
INSTITUTION  NARRATIVE 

To  date  the  solutions  which  have  been  offered  to  the  apparent 
absence  of  an  institution  narrative  in  Addai  and  Mari  fall  into  three 
distinct  categories. 
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1.  The  position  of  older  scholars  such  as  Edward  Ratcliff  and 
Gregory  Dix  was  that  the  anaphora  had  never  contained  an  institu¬ 
tion  narrative.  Ratcliff,  perhaps  with  Lietzmann's  "two-types"  of 
early  eucharist  in  mind,  preferred  to  see  Addai  and  Mari  as  a 
eucharistia  rather  than  as  an  anaphora.5  Dix  was  also  of  the  opinion 
that  Addai  and  Mari  never  had  a  narrative  of  the  institution.6 

2.  Scholars  such  as  Raes,  Dalmais,  Botte,  and  Bouyer,  have 
argued  in  different  ways  that  the  anaphora  did  originally  have  an 
institution  narrative,  but  it  was  not,  or  is  no  longer,  found  in  the 
manuscript  tradition.  According  to  Raes  and  Dalmais,7  the  institu¬ 
tion  narrative  was  recited  from  memory,  and  on  account  of  the 
disciplina  arcani,  was  not  written  in  the  text.  A  very  ingenious  and 
convincing  argument  was  put  forward  by  Bernard  Botte.8  By  com¬ 
paring  Addai  and  Mari  with  the  Anaphora  of  Theodore,  Botte  argued 
that  the  paragraph  "And  we  also,  O  Lord — thrice — your  lowly,  weak 
and  miserable  servants  who  was  gathered  together  (in  your  name) 
and  stand  before  you  at  this  time,  etc."  (Paragraph  G  of  my  English 
edition  of  the  Mar  Esa'ya  anaphora9),  is  in  fact  an  anamnesis  marking 
the  place  where  there  had  been  an  institution  narrative.  He  noted  the 
peculiar  form  of  the  narrative  in  Theodore  ending  with  the  words  "Be 
doing  thus  whenever  you  gather  together  in  my  memory."10  In 
Aphrahat  and  Ephraem  he  found  references  to  the  institution  narra¬ 
tive  ending  in  similar  words.  He  concluded  that  the  "anamnesis""  of 
Addai  and  Mari  is  the  record  of  an  institution  narrative  which  has 
since  disappeared,  and  that  this  narrative  ended  with  the  words  "Be 
doing  thus  whenever  you  gather  together  in  my  memory,"  or  "Be 
doing  thus  whenever  you  gather  together  in  my  name,"  an  East 
Syrian  peculiarity.  Botte's  position  has  been  supported  by  Louis 
Bouyer.11  The  view  that  an  institution  narrative  has  at  some  stage 
dropped  out  of  the  text  claims  support  also  from  a  reference  of 
Abulfaraj  Ibn-at-Tayyib  (+  1043): 

The  Quddasha  of  the  Apostles  was  composed  by  Addai  and 

Mari;  and  the  Catholicos  Isho'yabh  of  Adiabene  abridged  it.12 

This  is  taken  to  be  a  reference  to  an  abridgement  made  by  Isho- 
yabh  III  (7648-658),  and  it  is  surmised  that  he  removed  the  narrative. 

3.  Since  the  publication  of  J.M.  Sauget's  text  of  the  Maronite 
anaphora  called  Sharar,  a  number  of  more  recent  studies  have  been 
concerned  to  reconstruct  the  "original"  text  of  the  Anaphora  of  the 
Apostles  underlying  Sharar  and  Addai  and  Mari.  Even  before  SaugeLs 
publication,  William  Macomber  pointed  out  that  the  Maronite 
anaphora  contained  an  institution  narrative  which  was  addressed  to 
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the  Son,  and  had  certain  peculiar  characteristics.13  He  suggested  that 
Sharar  may  well  have  preserved  both  the  location  and  the  form  of  the 
"missing"  institution  narrative  now  absent  from  Addai  and  Mari.  In 
his  recent  reconstruction  of  the  "common"  Syriac  text,  c.  400  a.d., 
Macomber  has  included  Sharar' s  narrative.14  Jose  Manuel  Sanchez 
Caro  and,  although  allowing  it  to  be  a  secondary  development  of  the 
anaphora,  H.  Wegman,  also  regard  Sharar' s  narrative  as  the  missing 
narrative  of  Addai  and  Mari.15  Isho-yabh  III  is  again  held  responsible 
for  its  suppression  in  Addai  and  Mari. 

Since  Gabriel  Qatraya's  commentary  pre-dates  the  abridgement 
attributed  to  Isho-yabh  III,  any  information  about  an  institution 
narrative  which  can  be  shown  to  have  been  cited  or  mentioned  in 
connection  with  Addai  and  Mari  rather  than  with  the  anaphoras  of 
Theodore  or  Nestorius,  would  have  considerable  implications  for  the 
views  outlined  above. 

QATRAYA  AND  THE  INSTITUTION  NARRATIVE  AS  AN 
ESSENTIAL  PART  OF  CONSECRATION 

S.H.  Jammo  drew  attention  to  the  fact  that  Qatraya  emphasizes  the 
importance  of  the  recitation  by  the  priest  of  the  words  of  Christ  at  the 
Last  Supper.  He  published  the  Syriac  text  and  Latin  translation  of  ff. 
I99r-200r,  which  contains  that  section  of  the  commentary  dealing 
with  the  anaphora.16  Jammo  compared  Qatraya's  comments  with 
those  of  other  Nestorian  commentators — Abraham  Bar  Lip(h)ah, 
Yohannan  Bar  Zo'bi,  who  both  supported  Qatraya's  theology  of 
consecration.  Mar  Abdiso  and  Pseudo-George  Arbela,  who  play 
down  or  pass  over  the  institution  narrative  in  favor  of  the  epiclesis. 
This  particular  reference  of  Qatraya,  in  his  comments  on  the  anaphora, 
indicates  that  this  Nestorian  commentator  knew  that  an  institution 
narrative  was  recited,  and  that  it  was  important  for  consecration. 

Jammo's  survey  has  been  repeated  and  expanded  slightly  by 
Edward  Kilmartin.17  Kilmartin  draws  attention  to  ff.  204r-204v,  where 
Qatraya  appeals  to  Genesis  1:28,  arguing  that  like  that  blessing,  that 
by  which  the  Lord  blessed  bread  and  wine  perdures  to  eternity  and 
will  not  cease.18  Noting  the  striking  parallels  in  Chrysostom's  De 
Proditione  ]udae  Homilia  1,6,  Kilmartin  suggests  that  quite  possibly 
Qatraya  derived  his  theology  of  consecration  from  Chrysostom's 
homily.19 

Both  Jammo  and  Kilmartin  are  mainly  concerned  with  Qatraya's 
ideas  about  consecration,  and  it  is  clear  that  he  regarded  both  the 
words  of  institution  and  the  epiclesis  as  necessary  for  consecration. 
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Since  Addai  and  Mari  is  the  most  used  anaphora,  it  may  be  inferred 
that  Qatraya  is  commenting  on  this  anaphora,  and  therefore  in  his 
day  it  included  words  of  institution.  Certainly  Jammo  infers  this.20 
However,  the  commentary  on  the  anaphora  is  so  brief  and  so  general 
that  Qatraya  could  easily  be  commenting  on  the  East  Syrian  anaphoras 
in  general,  or  have  in  mind  Theodore  or  Nestorius.  There  is  no 
obvious  quotation  which  helps  us.  The  verb  he  uses  with  reference  to 
the  epiclesis,  gn,  overshadow,  occurs  only  in  Theodore  ( thagen ),  but 
Qatraya  seems  to  be  giving  a  general  theological  explanation  of  the 
function  of  the  epiclesis  rather  than  alluding  to  the  epiclesis  of  a 
particular  anaphora.  The  commentary  is  so  general  that  it  could  serve 
for  practically  any  anaphora.  The  reference  to  the  narrative  of  insti¬ 
tution  on  f.  199r  is  so  brief  and  its  context  so  general  that  it  is  of  little 
help  in  tackling  the  enigma  of  Addai  and  Mari. 

QATRAYA'S  TANTALIZING  EVIDENCE 

Jammo  and  Kilmartin  confined  their  investigation  to  that  part  of 
the  commentary  which  deals  with  the  anaphora.  However,  at  two 
points  earlier  in  the  commentary  on  the  eucharist,  Qatraya  refers  to 
the  institution  narrative,  and  gives  a  fuller  quotation  than  his  brief 
mention  on  f.  199r. 

1.  f.  184  recto 

And  this  the  Apostle  says  as  the  Word  of  our  Lord  which  he  said  in 
the  delivering  of  the  mysteries  "before  he  suffered,  taking  bread  in 
his  holy  hands,  he  blessed  and  broke  and  gave  to  his  disciples  and 
said:  'This  is  my  body  which  is  broken  for  you  for  the  forgiveness 
of  sins'.  And  also  over  the  cup  he  gave  thanks  and  gave  it  to  them 
and  said:  'This  is  my  blood  of  the  new  covenant  which  is  shed  for 
many  for  the  forgiveness  of  sins'."  And  he  added  more  and  said  "Be 
doing  thus  whenever  you  gather  together  in  my  memory." 

2.  f.  196  verso 

But  bread  and  wine  he  blessed  and  broke  and  gave  to  them  and 
said:  "This  is  my  body"  and  'This  is  my  blood.  Take,  eat  and 
drink  from  it  all  of  you,  and  be  doing  thus  whenever  you  gather 
together  in  my  memory." 

These  two  references,  simply  because  they  are  not  given  in  the 
context  of  comments  on  the  anaphora,  must  be  used  with  caution. 
However,  they  raise  a  number  of  interesting  points. 
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A  comparison  of  the  narrative  on  f.  1 84r  with  that  of  the  Anaphora 
of  Theodore  reveals  that  it  could  be  dependent  upon  the  narrative  of 
that  anaphora.  We  give  the  narrative  from  Theodore  with  common 
words  italicized: 

Who  with  his  holy  Apostles  in  that  night  in  which  he  was 
betrayed,  he  performed  this  great  and  fearful  and  holy  and 
divine  mystery,  taking  bread  into  his  holy  hands.  And  he  blessed  and 
broke ,  and  gave  to  his  disciples  and  said:  "This  is  my  body  which  is 
broken  for  the  life  of  the  world  for  the  remission  of  sins."  And 
likewise  also  over  the  cup  he  gave  thanks  and  gave  it  to  them  and  said: 

"This  is  my  blood  of  the  new  covenant  which  is  shed  for  many  for  the 
forgiveness  of  sins.  Take  all  of  you  therefore;  eat  from  this  bread 
and  drink  from  this  cup.  And  be  doing  thus  whenever  you  gather 
together  in  my  memory." 

The  narrative  of  f .  1 96v  is,  of  course,  a  short  summary,  but  interest¬ 
ingly,  like  that  of  f.  184r  and  Theodore,  it  includes  the  words  "Be 
doing  thus,  whenever  you  gather  together  ( d-methkansin )  in  my 
memory."21  These  words  formed  an  important  part  of  Botte's  discus¬ 
sion  of  an  institution  narrative  in  Addai  and  Mari,  drawing  attention 
to  the  peculiarity  of  the  words  "whenever  you  gather  together."  Dom 
H.  Engberding  pointed  out  that  this  was  not  unique  to  East  Syria,  for 
it  occurs  in  three  West  Syrian  anaphoras,  and  in  the  Ethiopic  Anaphora 
of  St.  John  the  Evangelist.22  The  latter  appears  to  be  a  relatively  late 
Ethiopic  composition,  based  on  foreign  sources,  and  Syria  may  well 
be  the  source.23  It  is  extremely  difficult  to  date  W est  Syrian  anaphoras, 
and  its  occurrence  in  St.  Peter  I,  Johannes  Bar  Madani  and  Ignatius 
Bar  Wahib,24  would  seem  to  suggest  that  their  authors  were  aware  of 
some  tradition  or  precedent  for  attributing  these  words  to  Jesus. 
Botte,  it  will  be  recalled,  found  an  early  precedent  in  Aphrahat: 

After  Judas  had  gone  out  from  their  presence,  he  took  bread  and 
blessed  and  gave  it  to  his  disciples  and  said  to  them:  'This  is  my 
body.  Take  and  eat  from  it  all  of  you."  And  over  the  wine  in  the 
same  way  he  blessed  and  said  to  them:  "This  is  my  blood  of  the 
new  covenant  which  is  shed  for  many  for  the  forgiveness  of  sins. 

Be  doing  thus  in  my  memory  when  you  gather  together  (d- 
methkansiyn)."25 

Exactly  how  or  why  this  should  have  been  added  to  the  institution 
narrative  is  difficult  to  explain,  for  although  it  is  not  against  the  spirit 
of  Scripture,  it  is  not  scriptural.  In  the  Peshitta  New  Testament  the 
verb  kns  is  used  to  translate  ouv&yo)  (including  Matthew  18:20— 
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gather  together  in  my  name);  cruvaOpoi^o) — Luke  24:33,  for  the 
gathering  in  the  Upper  Room;  and,  significantly,  the  Ethpe'el  plural 
participle  methkansin  translates  o\)v£pxopai  at  1  Corinthians  11:18, 
20,  and  33.  The  verb  is  used  to  describe  the  assembling  of  the  church 
(Acts  16:6, 14:27;  20:7;  1  Cor  14:23)  and  perhaps  was  in  some  quarters 
regarded  as  a  technical  word  for  the  coming  together  of  the  eucharis- 
tic  church.  Whether  the  occurrence  of  methkansin  surrounding  the 
Pauline  narrative  in  the  Peshitta  suggested  it,  or  whether  the  latter 
itself  reflects  an  established  usage  seems  a  matter  for  conjecture.  It 
does  seem  to  be  used  in  a  technical  sense  by  Ephraem,  who  para¬ 
phrases  the  words  over  the  cup  thus: 

This  is  my  true  blood  which  is  shed  for  all  of  you.  Take,  drink 
from  it  all  of  you,  which  is  the  new  covenant  in  my  blood.  And 
as  you  have  seen  me  [do],  be  doing  thus  in  my  memory.  And  lo, 
when  you  gather  together  ( d-methkansin )  in  my  name  at  church 
in  every  place  perform  that  which  I  have  done  in  my  memory.26 

In  any  case,  its  occurrence  pre-dates  the  Anaphora  of  Theodore. 

It  may  well  be  that  on  f.  184r,  Qatraya  was  simply  giving  a  precis 
of  the  narrative  of  Theodore.  Elsewhere  in  the  commentary  he  quotes 
Theodore  of  Mopsuestia,  the  father  of  Nestorianism,  and  he  may  well 
have  regarded  the  Anaphora  of  Theodore  to  be  by  him,  and  made  it 
the  basis  of  his  commentary.27  But,  as  Douglas  Webb  has  pointed  out 
in  a  paper  on  the  Anaphora  of  Theodore,  although  this  anaphora 
seems  to  have  been  translated  from  a  Greek  original,  and  combines 
elements  of  the  anaphoras  of  Nestorius  and  Addai  and  Mari,  it  seems 
to  be  no  slavish  translation,  and  tried  to  retain  some  elements  of  the 
East  Syrian  tradition.  Webb  writes: 

I  will  content  myself  with  remarking  that  while  it  is  undoubtedly 
true  that  some  of  the  material  in  the  Anaphora  of  Theodore  is 
derived  from  the  Anaphora  of  Nestorius,  quite  clearly  the  narra¬ 
tive  of  institution  is  not  dependent  upon  that  source.  One  could 
indeed  go  further,  and  point  out  that  it  is  unlike  the  narrative  of 
institution  in  any  existing  anaphora.  It  is  not  an  unreasonable 
suggestion,  therefore,  that  if  indeed  there  ever  was  a  narrative  of 
institution  in  the  Anaphora  of  Addai  and  Mari,  it  was  couched 
in  somewhat  similar  terms.28 

It  is  fairly  clear  that  with  the  remarks  of  Bernard  Botteand  Douglas 
Webb,  we  have  too  many  unknowns  and  possibilities,  and  a  circular 
argument.  Even  so,  the  question  must  be  asked:  Is  it  possible  that 
Qatraya's  narrative  is  that  of  Addai  and  Mari? 
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There  is  one  small  piece  of  tantalizing  evidence.  After  the  narrative 
of  f.  184r,  Qatraya  continues  (and  on  f.  185v): 

But  if  the  mysteries  are  performed  in  memory  of  the  passion ,  and 
death  and  resurrection  of  our  Lord,  the  holy  Apostles  have  correctly 
ordered  us  that  everyday  if  possible  we  should  not  taste  any¬ 
thing  until  we  receive  the  holy  mysteries,  as  they  also  were  doing 
in  their  fellowship  in  the  upper  room  as  it  is  written:  'They 
persevered  in  prayer  and  in  the  breaking  of  the  eucharist." 

The  words  "memory  of  the  passion,  death  and  burial  and  resurrec¬ 
tion"  occur  in  a  pre-anaphoral  prayer  in  Theodore  and  Nestorius, 
and  Qatraya  may  well  have  been  drawing  upon  this  formula.  How¬ 
ever,  the  words  also  recall  the  type  of  anamnesis  found  after  the 
narrative  of  institution  in  Apostolic  Tradition,  Apostolic  Constitu¬ 
tions  VIII,  St.  Basil,  and  St.  James.  No  such  corresponding  phrases 
occur  in  the  anamnesis  of  Theodore  or  Nestorius;  but  the  words  do 
occur  in  the  "anamnesis"  of  Addai  and  Mari. 

And  we  also,  O  Lord — (thrice) — your  lowly,  weak  and  miser¬ 
able  servants  who  are  gathered  together  and  stand  before  you  at 
this  time  have  received  by  tradition  of  the  example  which  is  from 
you  rejoicing,  and  glorifying,  and  magnifying,  and  commemo¬ 
rating  and  praising,  and  performing  this  great  and  dread  mys¬ 
tery  of  the  passion  and  death  and  resurrection  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ. 

It  is  tempting  to  suggest  that  here  Qatraya  is  in  fact  referring  to  the 
anamnesis  of  Addai  and  Mari,  and  has  preserved  also  the  greater  part 
of  its  institution  narrative.  The  narrative  he  quotes  is  liturgical,  not  a 
biblical  quotation,  and  so  it  would  be  logical  for  him  to  pick  up  words 
from  the  next  part  of  the  anaphora,  the  anamnesis.  If  we  could  be 
certain  about  this,  then,  while  not  proving  that  Addai  and  Mari  had 
always  had  an  institution  narrative,  it  would  show  that  in  Qatraya's 
day  there  was  a  narrative,  and  that  it  was  of  the  type  suggested  by 
Botte  and  preserved  in  part  in  Theodore,  and  not  that  found  in  Sharar . 
However,  the  evidence  is  tantalizing.  While  the  context  invites 
reference  to  an  anamnesis,  Qatraya  is  not  at  this  point  discussing  the 
anaphora,  and  so  the  context  does  not  demand  such  a  reference.  Our 
conclusion  must  be,  therefore,  that  the  evidence  Qatraya  brings  to 
bear  on  the  question  of  Addai  and  Mari  and  the  institution  narrative 
is  tantalizingly  suggestive,  but  remains  inconclusive. 
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The  East  Syrian  Anaphora 

of  Theodore: 

Its  Sources  and  Theology 


In  marked  contrast  with  Addai  and  Mari,  the  East  Syrian  anaphoras 
of  Theodore  and  Nestorius  have  received  only  minor  consideration 
from  liturgists  in  recent  years.  There  are  notable  exceptions.  A  paper 
by  Bernard  Botte,  given  to  the  liturgical  week  at  St.  Serge,  which 
examined  both  anaphoras,  was  published  in  1 970;1  and  Georg  Wagner 
also  gave  them  some  attention  in  his  1973  study  of  the  Anaphora  of 
St.  John  Chrysostom.2  The  Anaphora  of  Theodore  formed  the  subject 
of  a  paper  given  by  Douglas  Webb  to  the  Society  for  Liturgical  Study 
in  1981,  where  the  theme  was  "Liturgy,  Theology  and  Culture."3 
However,  after  a  lengthy  background  introduction,  Webb's  treat¬ 
ment  was  limited  to  a  description  of  the  anaphora  to  show  some  of  the 
distinctive  East  Syrian  spirit.  In  an  article  in  Orientalia  Christiana 
Periodica  (1984)  I  considered  the  sacrificial  terminology  of  the  East 
Syrian  anaphoras,  and  there  made  some  suggestions  regarding  the 
origin  and  structure  of  both  Nestorius  and  Theodore.4 

In  this  present  study  it  is  my  purpose  to  explore  more  fully  the 
suggestion  made  in  Orientalia  Christiana  Periodica  in  relation  to  the 
sources  underlying  the  Anaphora  of  Theodore,  together  with  the 
Christology  and  soteriology  which  seem  integral  to  this  eucharistic 
prayer. 
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THEORIES  AS  TO  THE  ORIGIN  OF  THE 
ANAPHORA  OF  THEODORE 

According  to  Leontius  of  Byzantium,  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia  was 
the  author  of  an  anaphora  (blasphemous  in  the  view  of  Leontius),5 
and  it  has  been  thought  by  some  that  the  East  Syrian  anaphora  is  a 
Syriac  translation  of  that  prayer.  F.E.  Brightman,  in  an  article  in  1930, 
tried  to  demonstrate  from  the  extant  writings  of  Theodore  of 
Mopsuestia  that  the  anaphora  reflects  the  stock  of  his  vocabulary  and 
his  theological  expression.6  Brightman  worked  without  reference  to 
the  Catechetical  Lectures  of  Theodore,  some  of  which  Mingana  was 
to  publish  in  1 933. 7  The  lectures  were  probably  given  when  Theodore 
was  a  bishop.  Although  the  anaphora  presupposed  in  the  Catechetical 
Lectures  has  some  affinities  with  the  East  Syrian  eucharistic  prayer, 
there  are  also  marked  contrasts — not  least  the  place  of  the  interces¬ 
sions  in  relation  to  the  epiclesis.  Theodore  commented  on  an  anaphora 
which  was  clearly  Syro-Byzantine  in  structure.  Botte  therefore,  al¬ 
though  noting  the  convergences  and  divergences  between  the 
Catechetical  Lectures  and  Theodore,8  concluded  that  Theodore  is  not 
the  anaphora  which  is  at  the  base  of  the  Lectures.  Since  there  is  a 
tradition  that  the  anaphoras  of  Nestorius  and  Theodore  were  the 
work  of  translation  by  Mar  Abbas  after  visiting  Constantinople,9 
Botte  was  prepared  to  accept  that  Mar  Abbas  may  have  found  traces 
of  an  anaphora  by  Theodore,  and  incorporated  these  into  the  Anaphora 
of  Theodore.10 

Georg  Wagner  was  much  more  confident  about  the  link  between 
the  Catechetical  Lectures  and  the  Anaphora  of  Theodore.  In  his  much 
wider  study,  he  explored  three  questions:11 

1.  Was  Theodore  only  later  adapted  to  the  East  Syrian  anaphoral 
pattern? 

2.  What  is  the  relationship  between  Theodore  and  the  anaphora 
described  in  the  Catechetical  Lectures? 

3.  What  is  the  significance  of  the  similarities  between  Theodore 
and  the  Greek  Chrysostom? 

Wagner  noted  the  problem  of  the  fact  that  the  Catechetical  Lec¬ 
tures  presupposed  a  Syro-Byzantine  type  of  anaphora,  and  argued 
that  the  intercessory  introduction  to  the  epiclesis  of  Theodore  wit¬ 
nesses  to  a  later  dislocation,  with  the  seam  still  showing.12  He  thus 
implies  that  Theodore  was  originally  of  the  Syro-Byzantine  pattern — 
and  the  subject  of  the  Catechetical  Lectures — and  has  been  deliber¬ 
ately  restructured.  From  this  Wagner  is  then  able  to  make  more  of  the 
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apparent  parallels  between  the  Catechetical  Lecture  and  Theodore.13 
Finally  Wagner  noted  how  many  parts  of  the  Catechetical  Lectures 
are  compatible  with  the  Greek  Anaphora  of  Chrysostom  (e.g.,  the 
trinitarian  opening,  and  the  post -Sanctus),  making  it  possible  that 
both  formulas  originated  in  the  same  area.14 

Before  proceeding  further,  it  is  necessary  at  this  stage  to  question 
Wagner'sbeliefthata  version  of Theodore  underlines  the  Catechetical 
Lectures.  The  anaphora  underlying  the  latter  has  been  the  subject  of 
discussion  by  E.  Mazza,  who  suggests  that  there  is  a  distinction  in  the 
Catechetical  Lectures  between  what  the  Ordo  prescribes,  and  the 
anaphora  described  by  the  actual  catecheses.15  Mazza  also  makes 
much  of  the  virtual  absence  of  quotation  of  an  institution  narrative 
within  the  anaphora,  concluding  that  Theodore  knew  of  an  anaphora 
which,  like  Addai  and  Mari,  contained  only  a  reference  to  the 
institution  narrative. 

One  of  the  problems  with  Mazza's  very  provocative  discussion  is 
that  he  makes  far  too  little  allowance  for  the  homiletic  style  of  a 
catechesis,  which  does  not  always  yield  the  accuracy  which  twenti¬ 
eth-century  scholarship  demands.  It  may  be  that  Mazza  has  taken  the 
material  too  much  at  face  value. 

Perhaps  underneath  the  Catechetical  Lectures  there  is  an  anaphora 
which  Theodore  composed  for  use  at  Mopsuestia.  However,  it  could 
be  the  case  that  Leontius  was  misled,  and  simply  assumed  that  since 
the  Nestorians  had  an  anaphora  named  after  Theodore,  it  must  have 
been  his  composition.  Allowing  for  the  homiletic  style,  Wagner  was 
correct  to  note  the  similarities  between  the  Catechetical  Lectures  and 
the  Greek  Anaphora  of  St.  John  Chrysostom — particularly  in  the 
opening  praise,  Sanctus,  and  immediate  post -Sanctus.  On  the  other 
hand,  Mazza  notes  the  similarities  of  the  Christological  section 
through  to  the  epiclesis  with  Byzantine  Basil.16  It  is  possible  that 
Theodore  was  commenting  on  an  anaphora  he  had  composed  which 
drew  on  both  these  anaphoras  with  which  he  may  have  been  ac¬ 
quainted.  Or  it  could  be  that  Theodore  was  actually  commenting  on 
both  those  anaphoras:  modem  western  liturgists,  until  recently  used 
to  only  a  single  canon  or  prayer  of  consecration,  are  too  prone  to 
overlook  the  difficulty  of  the  preacher  whose  tradition  used  more 
than  one  anaphora.  It  could  be,  therefore,  that  Theodore  never 
composed  an  anaphora,  and  that  the  Catechetical  Lectures  represent 
an  attempt  to  comment  on  a  tradition  which  knew  both  a  version  of 
Byzantine  Basil,  and  the  anaphora  to  which  the  name  of  John 
Chrysostom  was  later  attached. 
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Whatever  the  truth  of  the  anaphora  or  anaphoras  reflected  in  the 
Catechetical  Lectures,  it  is  the  intention  of  this  study  to  show  that 
Botte's  estimation  of  Theodore  is  preferable  to  that  of  Wagner's, 
though  it  will  be  argued  that  Mar  Abbas,  or  whoever  composed 
Theodore,  needed  only  a  knowledge  of  the  Catechetical  Lectures, 
and  not  any  separate  traces  of  the  anaphora  underlying  it. 

In  his  paper  on  Theodore,  Webb  made  the  suggestion  that  the 
anaphora  may  have  resulted  from  a  need  to  shorten  Nestorius, 
though  he  gave  no  reference  for  this  view.  He  was  almost  certainly 
referring  to  Bayard  H.  Jones,  who  in  a  series  of  papers  argued  that 
Addai  and  Mari  was  a  seventh-century  abbreviation  of  Nestorius.17 
He  wrote  of  the  Anaphora  of  Theodore: 

On  the  other  hand,  Theodore ,  for  all  its  free,  vigorous,  and 
independent  treatment,  contains  practically  nothing  that  is  not 
in  Nestorius ,  and  cannot  be  regarded  as  anything  but  an  abbrevi¬ 
ated  version  of  that  original.18 

Jones'  view  of  Addai  and  Mari  is  totally  flawed,  but  his  estimation 
of  Theodore  has  much  in  its  favor. 

POSSIBLE  SOURCES  OF  THE  ANAPHORA  OF  THEODORE 


Addai  and  Mari 

The  majority  of  liturgists  are  satisfied  that  Addai  and  Mari  is  a  very 
early  anaphora,  and  that  it  pre-dates  Theodore.19  Any  similarities  in 
theme  and  language  between  the  two  anaphoras  would  suggest  that 
the  compiler  of  Theodore  was  consciously  dependent  upon  the  much 
older  and  established  East  Syrian  anaphora.  The  similarities  can  be 
tabled  as  follows:20 

Theodore  Addai  and  Mari 


confess  your  Holy  Name  .  . . 

.  .  .  O  God  the  Father  .  . . 

your  only-begotten  Son  our 

Lord  Jesus  Christ  and  the  Holy  Spirit, 

for  ever  and  ever  .  .  . 

who  through  your  only-begotten  Son 

the  Word  .  .  .  created  and  established 

the  heaven  and  the  earth  and  all  that 

is  therein; 


Worthy  of  praise  ...  is  the  ador¬ 
able  and  glorious  Name  of  the 
Father  and  of  the  Son  and  of  the 
Holy  Spirit,  who 
created  the  world  by  his 
grace. 
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For  before  you  . . .  stand  a 
thousand  thousand  and  myriad 
myriads  of  holy  angels;  these 
.  . .  hallow  your  great  and 
Holy  Name  in  constant  praise. 

And  you  have,  O  Lord,  in  your 
grace,  made  even  the  feeble 
race  of  mortal  man  worthy  to 
lift  up  glory  and  honor,  with 
all  the  companies  of  those  on 
high . . . 

(post-Sanctus) 

. . .  before  your  great  and 
awful  Name  we  kneel  and  adore; 
and  with  us  all  the  companies  of 
those  above  praise  and  give 
thanks,  for  your  unspeakable 
grace. 

For  us  men  and  for  our 
salvation, . . .  God  the  Word 
. . .  when  he  descended  from  heaven 
and  put  on  our 
humanity,  a  mortal  body  . . . 
who  was  delivered  for  our 
sins,  and  rose  that  we  might 
be  justified. 

(after  the  institution  narrative ) 

And  as  we  have  been  commanded,  so 
we  your  lowly,  weak  and 
miserable  servants  have 
gathered  together,  that  by 
permission  of  your  grace  we 
may  perform  this  great  and 
dread  and  holy  and  divine 
mystery . . . 

Now  also,  O  Lord,  lo  this  oblation  is 
offered,  before  your  great  and  dread 
Name,  for  all  the  holy  Catholic 
Church,  that  you  may  cause  your 
peace  and  tranquility  to  dwell  in  the 
midst  of  her  all  the  days  of  the  world. 


Your  majesty,  O  Lord,  a  thou¬ 
sand  thousand  heavenly  beings 
worship  and  myriad  myriads  of 
angels  . . .  glorify  your  Name. 
(post-Sanctus) 

And  with  these  heavenly  powers 
we  give  thanks  to  you,  O  Lord, 
even  we,  your  lowly,  weak  and 
miserable  servants,  because 
you  have  effected  in  us  a 
great  grace  which  cannot  be 
repaid. 


in  that  you  put  on  our 
humanity  . . . 

And  you  forgave  us  our  debts. 
You  justified  our  sinfulness  . . . 

(after  intercessory  material) 

And  we  also  your  lowly,  weak 
and  miserable  servants,  who  are 
gathered  together  and  stand 
before  you  at  this  time  have 
received  by  tradition  of  the 
example  which  is  from  you 
rejoicing  . . .  performing  this 
great  and  dread  mystery  . .  .21 
. . .  in  the  commemoration  of  the 
body  and  blood  of  your  Christ 
which  we  offer  to  you  upon  the 
pure  and  holy  altar  as  you  have 
taught  us.  And  grant  us  your 
tranquility  and  your  peace  all 
the  days  of  the  world. 
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Yea,  our  Lord  and  our  God,  accept 
from  us  in  your  grace  this  sacrifice 
of  praise,  which  is  the  reasonable 
fruit  of  our  lips,  that  it  may  be  a 
good  memorial  before  you  of  the 
righteous  of  old  time  and  of  the 
holy  prophets,  of  the  blessed 
apostles  and  of  the  martyrs  and 
confessors,  of  bishops  and  doc¬ 
tors,  of  priests  and  deacons  and  o 
all  the  children  of  the  holy 
Catholic  Church  . .  . 


And  may  there  come  upon  us  and 
upon  this  oblation  the  grace  of  the 
Holy  Spirit;  may  he  dwell  and  rest 
upon  this  bread  and  cup  .  . .  may  he 
bless  and  hallow  and  seal  them  . . . 

And  whoso  in  true  faith  eats  of 
this  bread  and  drinks  of  this  cup, 
may  they  be  to  him,  O  Lord,  for 
the  pardon  of  debts  and  forgive¬ 
ness  of  sins,  and  a  great  hope  of 
resurrection  from  the  dead, 
and  for  the  salvation  of  his 
body  and  of  his  soul  and  for 
life  and  glory  for  ever  and 
ever. 


you,  O  Lord,  in  your  unspeakable 
mercies  make  a  gracious  remem¬ 
brance  for  all  the  upright  and  just 
fathers  . . .  the  holiness  of  the 
prophets,  apostles,  martyrs  and 
confessors,  and  bishops  and 
priests  and  deacons,  and  of  all 
the  children  of  the  holy  Catholic 
Church  . . . 

May  he  come,  O  Lord,  your 
Holy  Spirit  and  rest  upon  this 
oblation  of  your  servants,  and 
bless  and  hallow  it . .  .22 


that  it  may  be  to  us,  O  Lord, 
for 

the  pardon  of  debts  and  the 
forgiveness  of  sins,  and  a  great 
hope  of  resurrection  from  the 
dead  and 

new  life  in  the  Kingdom  of 
heaven  . . . 


From  this  comparison  it  would  seem  that  a  number  of  parts  of 
Theodore  are  simply  elaborated  and  expanded  material  from  the 
earlier  East  Syrian  Anaphora  of  Addai  and  Mari — Praise  of  the 
Name,  the  Antiochene/ East  Syrian  introduction  to  the  Sanctus,23  the 
ancient  Syriac  manner  of  referring  to  the  incarnation,  "putting  on  our 
humanity";  the  intercessory  material  of  Addai  and  Mari  is  incorpo¬ 
rated  in  the  intercessions  of  Theodore,  and  the  epiclesis  is  simply  an 
expansion. 

Nestorius 


The  tradition  concerning  the  compilation  of  this  anaphora  is  that, 
like  that  of  Theodore,  it  was  translated  from  the  Greek  by  Mar  Abbas 
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when  he  went  to  Constantinople.24  It  is  certainly  a  translation  from 
Greek,  and,  as  has  been  shown  by  Bayard  Jones,  Botte,  Wagner,  and 
myself,  it  has  been  largely  culled  from  Byzantine  Basil  and  St.  John 
Chrysostom,  with  ( pace  J ones)  some  elements  from  Addai  and  Mari.25 
Bayard  Jones  was  correct  to  note  that  a  great  deal  of  the  vocabulary 
of  Theodore  is  already  to  be  found  in  Nestorius. 


Theodore 
( trinitarian  opening ) 

God  the  Word,  who  is  the  light  of 
your  glory,  and  the  brightness 
from  you  and  the  image  of  your 
Being . . . 


and  by  the  Holy  Spirit,  the  Spirit 
of  Truth,  who  is  from  you  the 
Father,  all  rational  natures  visible 
and  invisible,  are  strengthened 
and  sanctified  and  made  worthy 
to  lift  up  praise  .  . . 


For  before  you,  O  God  the  Father 
of  Truth,  and  before  your  only- 
begotten  Son  our  Lord  Jesus 
Christ,  and  before  the  Holy  Spirit, 
stand  a  thousand  thousand  and 
myriad  myriads  of  holy  angels  . . . 

Verily,  O  Lord,  you  are  holy  and 
glorious  for  ever  and  ever.  Holy 
are  you,  O  God  the  Father  of 
Truth,  holy  also  is  your  only- 
begotten  Son  our  Lord  Jesus 
Christ,  holy  in  truth  also  is  the 
Holy  Spirit,  Divine  Essence 
uncreated.  Maker  of  all  things  . .  . 


Nestorius 

(t rinitarian  opening) 

( post-Sanctus ) 

God  the  Word,  the  hidden 
offspring  of  your  bosom,  who, 
being  in  your  likeness  and  the 
brightness  shining  from  you 
and  the  image  of  your  Being  . . . 
(See  Basil  post-Sanctus) 

knowledge  of  the  Holy  Spirit, 
the  Spirit  of  Truth,  who 
proceeds  from  you,  O  Father, 
and  is  of  the  hidden  essence  of 
your  Godhead,  in  whom  all 
rational  natures  visible  and 
invisible  are  strengthened  and 
sanctified  and  perfected  and 
fulfilled.  (See  Basil) 

For  before  your  Trinity,  O  Lord, 
stand  a  thousand  thousand  and 
myriad  myriads  of  angels  and 
archangels  . . .  (see  Chrysostom) 


Holy  are  you  indeed  and  glorious 
are  you  in  Truth  . . . 

Holy  also  is  your  only-begotten 
Son  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  with 
the  Holy  Spirit,  who  is  eternally 
with  you  . . .  (See  Basil) 
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.  .  .  the  only-begotten  God  the 
Word,  who  is  the  likeness  of  God, 
counted  it  not  robbery  to  be  the 
equal  of  God,  but  emptied 
Himself  and  took  the  likeness 
of  a  servant,  when  He  descended 
from  heaven  and  put  on  our 
humanity,  a  mortal  body  and  a 
reasonable,  intelligent  and 
immortal  soul,  of  the  holy 
virgin  by  the  power  of  the 
Holy  Spirit; 

( intercessions ) 

And  for  all  our  fathers,  the 
bishops  and  periodeutae  and 
priests  and  deacons  who  are  in 
this  ministrv  of  truth,  that 
they  may  stand  and  minister 
before  you  purely  and  worthily 
and  holily  .  .  . 
and  for  your  sinful  and 
offending  servant .  . . 

And  for  the  fruits  of  the  earth  and 
the  temperature  of  the  air,  that  the 
crown  of  the  year  may  be  blessed 
by  your  grace. 


God  the  Word  . . .  who  being  in 
your  likeness  .  . .  thought  it  not 
robbery  to  be  your  equal  (See 
Basil),  but  he  emptied  Himself  and 
took  the  likeness  of  a  servant, 
perfect  man  .  . . 

of  a  reasonable,  intelligent  and 
immortal  soul  . . .  even  a  passible 
nature  formed  by  the  power  of  the 
Holy  Spirit; 


And  for  all  our  fathers  the 
bishops  .  .  .  and  for  all  priests  who 
fulfill  their  office  before  you  . . .  and 
for  all  deacons  who  hold  the  mysterie 
of  the  faith  in  pure  conscience  . . . 

And  for  your  frail  servant  whom 
you  have  by  your  grace 
made  worthy  to  offer  before  you 
this  oblation. 

For  the  fruits  of  the  earth  and 
the  temperature  of  the  air  that 
the  crown  of  the  year  may  be 
blessed  by  your  grace. 


It  has  already  been  suggested  that  the  epiclesis  of  Theodore  is  an 
expansion  of  Addai  and  Mari,  though  like  Nestorius,  Theodore 
petitions  for  the  grace  of  the  Holy  Spirit  to  come. 

THE  CATECHETICAL  HOMILIES  OF 
THEODORE  OF  MOPSUESTIA 

It  is  my  contention  that  the  compiler  of  Theodore  also  knew  the 
Catechetical  Lectures,  and  this  influenced  him  at  particular  points  in 
his  composition  of  Theodore,  particularly  in  the  order  and  selection 
of  material. 
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Thus  an  explicit  trinitarian  opening  is  suggested  by  the  Catechetical 
Lectures: 

The  right  praises  of  God  consist  in  professing  that  all  praises  and 
all  glorifications  are  due  to  Him,  inasmuch  as  adoration  and 
service  are  due  to  Him  from  all  of  us  . . .  he  says  "the  greatness 
of  the  Father."  He  adds  also  "and  of  the  Son,"  because  the  same 
thing  that  is  due  to  the  Father  is  also  due  to  the  Son,  who  is  really 
and  truly  a  Son  with  identical  substance . . .  He  adds  necessarily 
in  the  same  sentence:  "and  of  the  Holy  Spirit",  and  confesses  that 
the  Spirit  is  also  of  Divine  substance.26 

The  form  of  the  Sanctus  in  Theodore  has,  as  has  been  noted  above, 
parallels  in  Addai  and  Mari  and  in  Nestorius.  However,  the  explicit 
trinitarian  setting  of  the  Sanctus  in  Theodore,  and  the  explicit  mention 
of  humanity  joining  with  the  choirs  of  heaven  could  have  been  encour¬ 
aged  by  the  Catechetical  Lectures: 

He  asserts  that  praises  and  glorifications  are  offered  at  all  times, 
and  before  all  other  (beings),  to  this  eternal  and  Divine  nature,  by 
all  the  visible  creatures  and  by  the  invisible  hosts . . .  The  doctrine 
of  the  Trinity  was  also  revealed  at  that  time  when  one  Godhead 
was  proclaimed  in  three  persons  . . . 

It  is  necessary,  therefore,  that  the  priest  should,  after  having 
mentioned  in  this  service  the  Father,  the  Son,  and  the  Holy  Spirit, 
say:  "Praise  and  adoration  are  offered  by  all  the  creatures  to 
Divine  nature"  . . .  We  ought  to  think  of  them  (seraphim)  and  to 
offer  a  thanksgiving  that  is  equal  to  theirs.  Indeed,  the  Economy 
of  our  Lord  granted  to  us  to  become  immortal  and  incorruptible, 
and  to  serve  God  with  the  invisible  hosts  . .  .27 

And  reflecting  on  the  vision  of  Isaiah, 

...  we  all  stand  in  reverential  fear  while  we  bow  our  heads,  as  if 
unable  even  to  look  at  the  greatness  of  this  service.  And  we  make 
use  of  the  words  of  the  invisible  hosts,  in  order  to  make  manifest 
the  greatness  of  the  grace  which  has  been  so  unexpectedly 
outpoured  upon  us.28 

The  trinitarian  post -Sanctus,  and  the  use  of  Philippians  2:6-7  also 
finds  confirmation  in  the  Catechetical  Lectures: 

.  .  .  the  priest  proceeds  with  the  holy  service  and  says  before 
anything  else:  "Holy  is  the  Father,  holy  also  is  the  Son,  and  holy 
also  the  Holy  Spirit"  in  order  to  proclaim  that  they  are  the  eternal 
and  holy  nature  .  .  .  He  afterwards  makes  mention  also  of  the 
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ineffable  grace  of  (God )  for  which  He  made  manifest  the  Economy 
which  took  place  in  Christ,  and  by  which  the  One  who  was  in  the 
form  of  God  was  pleased  to  take  upon  Him  the  form  of  a  servant, 
so  that  He  might  assume  a  perfect  and  complete  man  for  the 
salvation  of  all  the  human  race.29 

Finally,  it  may  also  have  been  the  Catechetical  Lectures  which 
influenced  one  particular  point  in  the  epiclesis  of  Theodore.  In  both 
Addai  and  Mari  and  Nestorius  the  request  is  made  for  the  Spirit,  or 
the  grace  of  the  Spirit,  to  come  upon  the  oblation.  In  the  Catechetical 
Lectures  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia  speaks  of  an  epiclesis  where  the 
activity  of  the  Spirit  is  concerned  for  the  elements  and  the  communi¬ 
cants.30  The  Anaphora  of  Theodore  prays: 

And  may  there  come  upon  us  and  upon  this  oblation  the  grace  of 
the  Holy  Spirit. 

If  the  above  comparisons  are  valid,  then  they  strongly  suggest  that 
Theodore  is  an  anaphoral  pasticcio ,  put  together  mainly  with  material 
from  Addai  and  Mari,  and  Nestorius,  and  some  ideas  from  the 
Catechetical  Lectures.  However,  it  does  not  follow  that  Theodore 
should  be  regarded  as  an  anaphora  of  secondary  importance;  on  the 
contrary,  there  are  certain  elements  of  the  Anaphora  of  Theodore 
which  point  to  it  being  a  careful  blending  of  traditional  Syrian 
concepts,  classic  Antiochene  Christology,  and  Theodore  of 
Mopsuestia's  eucharistic  drama. 

THE  THEOLOGY  OF  THE  ANAPHORA  OF  THEODORE 

The  Christology  of  Theodore  was  condemned  by  the  Council  of 
Constantinople  (553)  as  being  Nestorian,  and  he  was  branded  as  the 
father  of  the  Nestorian  heresy.  Prior  to  this  condemnation,  however, 
apart  from  " Alexandrian"  circles,  Theodore  was  regarded  as  having 
been  a  respected  orthodox  theologian.  Indeed,  Theodore's  Christology 
was  simply  a  well-developed  version  of  the  hitherto  classic 
"Antiochene"  approach  to  the  person  of  Christ,  which  took  seriously 
the  manhood  of  Christ.  East  Syria  espoused  the  cause  of  Nestorius, 
but  in  the  early  years  of  schism,  it  was  expedient  to  appeal  to  the 
teachings  of  Theodore.  The  Anaphora  of  Theodore  seems  to  reflect 
both  the  ancient  Syriac  view  of  the  incarnation  and  the  Christological 
concerns  of  Theodore. 

Robert  Murray  has  drawn  attention  to  the  fact  that  "Christ  put  on 
the  body,"  the  image  of  clothing,  is  the  Syrian  Fathers'  favorite  way 
of  describing  the  incarnation.31  It  occurs  in  the  Acts  of  Judas  Thomas 
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and  the  Didascalia,  and  Aphrahat  who  draws  on  the  Diatessaron 
rendering  of  John  1:14,  "the  Word  became  body  ( pagra )  and  dwelt  in 
us."32  Ephraem  often  speaks  of  Christ's  body  as  a  garment  he  put  on: 

The  Firstborn  was  clothed  in  the  body; 
it  was  the  veil  of  his  glory. 

The  immortal  Bridegroom 
will  shine  forth  in  this  robe.33 

This  particular  approach  to  Christology  is  in  harmony  with  the 
"Antiochene"  approach  which  was  developed  by  Theodore,  with  a 
concern  for  the  homoassumptus,  indwelling  and  clothing.  For  Theodore, 
so  Sullivan  argued,  the  homo  assumptus  was  not  apparently  simply 
human  nature,  but  the  particular  man  Jesus,  who  could  be  distin¬ 
guished  from  the  Word.34  Sullivan  observed: 

Thus  he  speaks  of  "Our  Lord  and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ".  Jesus  is 
the  name  of  "the  one  assumed",  of  "the  one  bom  of  Mary".  Jesus 
is  "this  man  assumed  for  our  salvation".  For  our  sakes  God 
"clothed  himself  with  our  Lord  Jesus,  a  man,  and  by  the  resurrec¬ 
tion  from  the  dead  made  him  pass  to  a  new  life  and  made  him  sit 
at  his  right  hand."35 

For  Theodore — as  for  "Antiochene"  Christology  in  general — the 
free  obedience  of  the  manhood,  and  its  co-operation  with  the  Verbum 
assumens  was  extremely  important,  and  hence  his  concern  with 
Philippians  2:7ff.36  At  the  same  time  Theodore  was  renowned  among 
his  contemporaries  for  his  strong  repudiation  of  Apollinarianism. 

It  becomes  apparent  that  the  Anaphora  of  Theodore  preserves  the 
traditional  "Antiochene"  approach  to  Christology.  The  opening  praise 
follows  Theodore37  in  distinguishing  between  the  Son  who  is  God  the 
Word,  through  whom  the  Father  created  and  established  the  heaven 
and  the  earth  and  all  that  is  therein;  and  "your  only-begotten  Son  our 
Lord  Jesus  Christ"  who  is  now  in  heaven.  Likewise  the  Christological 
section  of  the  post -Sanctus  makes  considerable  use  of  Philippians 
2:7ff,  and  again  speaks  of  God  the  Word  who  put  on  our  humanity 
(preserving  the  phraseology  of  Addai  and  Mari),  but,  in  refuting 
Apollinarianism,  the  humanity  is  defined  as  "a  mortal  body  and  a 
reasonable,  intelligent  and  immortal  soul."  The  dispensation  "which 
had  been  prepared  in  your  foreknowledge  from  before  the  founda¬ 
tion  of  the  world"  also  recalls  one  of  Theodore's  emphases.38 

This  Christology  seems  to  underlie  the  phraseology  later  in  the 
Anaphora  of  Theodore  where  the  eucharist  is  described  as  a  mystery 
(raza).  Thus  before  the  institution  narrative: 
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And  with  His  holy  apostles  in  that  night  in  which  He  was 
betrayed.  He  celebrated  this  great  and  holy  and  divine  mys¬ 
tery  . .  . 

And  immediately  afterwards: 

And  as  we  have  been  commanded,  so  we  your  lowly,  weak  and 
miserable  servants  have  gathered  together  that  by  permission  of 
your  grace  we  may  perform  this  great  and  dread  and  holy  and 
divine  mystery,  wherein  was  great  salvation  (wrought)  for  the 
whole  race  of  man  .  . . 

Later  the  eucharistic  action  is  described  as  "the  mystery  of  the 
Lamb  of  God  which  takes  away  the  sin  of  the  world/' 

The  use  of  razd  in  earlier  Syriac  literature  denotes,  in  the  singular, 
a  religious  symbol,  especially  an  Old  Testament  type,  and  also  part 
of  God's  plan  which  the  type  signified.  In  the  Anaphora  of  Theodore 
it  refers  to  the  action  of  the  eucharist,  which  is  a  "type"  of  the  whole 
salvific  work  of  Christ,  particularly  his  passion,  death,  and  resurrec¬ 
tion.  This  harmonizes  with  the  dominant  thought  in  the  Catechetical 
Lectures.  As  Greer  points  out,  for  Theodore 

The  Liturgy  itself  is  a  symbolic  representation,  an  anamnesis  of 
the  resurrection  of  our  Lord.  This  is  the  chief  way  in  which  the 
Eucharist  is  connected  in  Theodore's  mind  to  our  Lord's  life, 
death,  and  resurrection.  However,  the  Eucharist  also  represents 
our  Lord's  Passion.  The  Last  Supper,  and  the  words  of  institu¬ 
tion  recited  on  that  occasion,  are  taken  by  Theodore  to  refer 
specifically  to  Good  Friday.  Thus  the  Eucharist  is  not  so  much  a 
"memorial"  of  the  Last  Supper  as  of  the  events  of  the  Passion.39 

Thus  in  the  Catechetical  Lectures  Theodore  taught: 

In  contemplating  with  our  eyes,  through  faith,  the  facts  that  are 
now  being  re-enacted:  that  He  is  again  dying,  rising  and  ascend¬ 
ing  into  heaven,  we  shall  be  led  to  the  vision  of  the  things  that  had 
taken  place  beforehand  on  our  behalf.40 

Elsewhere  he  wrote  of  the  placing  of  the  elements  on  the  altar: 

We  must  also  think  of  Christ  being  at  one  time  led  and  brought 
to  His  Passion,  and  at  another  time  stretched  on  the  altar  to  be 
sacrificed  for  us.41 

This  symbolism  was  not  new  in  the  Syrian  tradition,  as  the  anony¬ 
mous  commentary  published  by  Rahmani  and  Brock,  and  probably 
contemporary  with  Chrysostom,  illustrates.42  However,  Theodore 


ANAPHORA  OF  THEODORE  59 


develops  the  symbolism  considerably,  concentrating  on  the  death  of 
Christ: 

We  must  first  of  all  realise  that  we  perform  a  sacrifice  of  which 
we  eat.  Although  we  remember  the  death  of  our  Lord  in  food  and 
drink,  and  although  we  believe  these  to  be  the  remembrance  of 
his  Passion — because  he  said:  "This  is  my  body  which  is  broken 
for  you,  and  this  is  my  blood  which  is  shed  for  you" — we 
nevertheless  perform,  in  their  service,  a  sacrifice;  and  it  is  the 
office  of  the  priest  of  the  New  Testament  to  offer  this  sacrifice,  as 
it  is  through  it  that  the  New  Covenant  appears  to  be  maintained. 

It  is  indeed  evident  that  it  is  a  sacrifice,  but  not  a  new  one  and  one 
that  (the  priest)  performs  as  his,  but  it  is  a  remembrance  of  that 
other  real  sacrifice  (of  Christ).43 

Theodore  also  notes  that  the  sacrifice  may  be  pleaded  for  the  living 
and  the  dead: 

The  priest  performs  Divine  service  in  this  way,  and  offers 
supplication  on  behalf  of  all  those  of  whom  by  regulation  men¬ 
tion  is  to  be  made  always  in  the  Church;  and  later  he  begins  to 
make  mention  of  those  who  have  departed,  as  if  to  show  that  this 
sacrifice  keeps  us  in  this  world,  and  grants  also  after  death,  to 
those  who  have  died  in  the  faith,  that  ineffable  hope  which  all  the 
children  of  the  Sacrifice  of  Christ  earnestly  desire  and  expect.44 

This  intercession  is,  however,  directly  related  to  the  obedience  and 
exaltation  of  Christ: 

He  calls  "intercession"  not  a  supplication  made  for  us  in  words, 
as  this  intercession  is  made  in  deeds,  because  through  His 
ascension  into  heaven  He  makes  intercession  for  us  to  God  and 
is  anxious  that  all  of  us  should  ascend  into  heaven  to  Him.45 

The  mystery  of  the  eucharist  is  a  celebration  of  the  " type "  of  the 
obedient  life,  the  passion,  and  heavenly  intercession  through  the 
sacrifice  of  the  cross.  It  is  significant,  therefore,  that  the  Anaphora  of 
Theodore  has  an  //obedience,/  Christology,  the  institution  narrative 
defining  the  passion,  and  then  the  mystery  of  the  Lamb  of  God — the 
sacrifice  of  the  cross  and  heavenly  intercession — is  pleaded  in  the 
intercessions. 

As  already  noted,  the  Anaphora  of  Theodore — unlike  the  anaphora 
presupposed  in  the  Catechetical  Lectures — has  an  epiclesis  which 
follows  the  intercessions.  Elsewhere  I  have  suggested  that  although 
this  may  simply  reflect  the  archaic  East  Syrian  pattern  of  Addai  and 
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Mari,  it  might  also  be  a  result  of  a  thorough  application  of  the 
theology  of  the  eucharistic  drama  as  found  in  the  Catechetical  Lec¬ 
tures.46 

In  many  Syrian  anaphoras  the  terminology  of  the  epiclesis  recalls 
the  operation  of  the  Spirit  and  Power  of  God  at  creation  and  the 
incarnation.  Common  vocabulary  includes  "come/'  "hover,"  "over¬ 
shadow,"  "dwell,"  and  "rest  upon."47  In  the  Anaphora  of  Theodore 
this  common  stock  of  vocabulary  is  reproduced;  the  grace  of  the  Spirit 
is  asked  to  come,  dwell,  and  rest  upon  the  bread  and  cup,  and  the 
eschatological  fruits  of  communion  are  also  listed. 

The  Catechetical  Lectures,  however,  emphasize  another  aspect  of 
the  epiclesis  which  completed  Theodore's  overall  drama  of  the 
liturgy.  For  Theodore,  one  prime  role  of  the  Spirit  was  to  give  life  to 
the  entombed  body  of  Christ.  On  the  Creed  he  writes: 

He  shows  by  his  words  (1  Cor.  15:45)  that  Christ  our  Lord  was 
changed  in  His  body,  at  the  resurrection  from  the  dead,  to 
immortality  by  the  power  of  the  Holy  Spirit.48 

And  he  could  also  write: 

Indeed,  even  the  body  of  our  Lord  does  not  possess  immortality 
and  the  power  of  bestowing  immortality  in  its  own  nature,  as 
this  was  given  to  it  by  the  Holy  Spirit;  and  at  its  resurrection  from 
the  dead  it  received  close  union  with  Divine  nature  and  became 
immortality  and  instrumental  for  conferring  immortality  on 
others.49 

Explaining  the  purpose  of  the  epiclesis,  Theodore  could  say: 

Indeed,  the  body  of  our  Lord,  which  is  from  our  nature,  was 
previously  mortal  by  nature,  but  through  the  resurrection  it 
moved  to  an  immortal  and  immutable  nature  ...  In  this  same 
way,  after  the  Holy  Spirit  has  come  here  also,  we  believe  that  the 
elements  of  bread  and  wine  have  received  a  kind  of  anointing 
from  the  grace  that  comes  upon  them,  and  we  hold  them  to  be 
henceforth  immortal,  incorruptible,  impassible,  and  immutable 
by  nature,  as  the  body  of  the  Lord  was  after  the  resurrection.50 

The  epiclesis  in  the  Anaphora  of  Theodore  has  nothing  specific  to 
suggest  this  type  of  understanding:  the  concept  is  "incamational," 
with  eschatological  benefits  for  the  communicants.  However,  the 
structure  of  the  Anaphora  of  Theodore  gives  perfect  expression  to 
Theodore's  theological  drama.  The  obedient  manhood  is  stressed; 
the  institution  narrative  recalls  the  passion;  the  passion  is  pleaded  in 
the  intercessions  which  follow,  through  the  mystery  of  the  Lamb;  and 
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the  sacrificed  body  is  revivified  through  the  epiclesis,  so  that  the 
"types"  of  the  sacrificed  body  and  blood  become  the  risen  and  life- 
giving  body  and  blood  of  Christ. 

The  anaphora  presupposed  by  the  Catechetical  Lectures  does  not 
give  a  perfect  expression  of  Theodore's  drama,  since  the  epiclesis 
(resurrection)  comes  before  the  intercessions.  There,  death  and  resur¬ 
rection  are  pleaded;  but  in  the  Anaphora  of  Theodore  it  is  the  passion 
which  is  pleaded,  as  Theodore  taught. 

Is  this  overly  subtle?51  Perhaps.  However,  Narsai  recognized  the 
drama  implicit  in  the  East  Syrian  pattern.  In  Homily  17  he  could 
speak  of  "The  awful  King,  mystically  slain  and  buried,"52  and  could 
warn: 

Be  not  taken  up  with  vain  thoughts  of  earthly  things:  look  upon 
Him  that  is  now  mystically  slain  upon  the  altar.53 

And  with  regard  to  the  intercession  and  the  epiclesis: 

To  this  effect  the  priest  prays  before  God,  and  he  asks  of  Him  that 
He  will  graciously  accept  the  sacrifice  which  he  offers  unto  Him. 

On  behalf  of  all  is  the  living  sacrifice  sacrificed  in  the  midst  of  the 
Church;  and  this  sacrifice  helps  and  profits  all  creatures.  By  that 
supplication  which  the  priest  makes  on  behalf  of  all  classes  all  his 
sins  and  offences  are  forgiven  him. 

.  .  .  The  Spirit  descends  upon  the  oblation  without  change  (of 
place)  and  causes  the  power  of  the  Godhead  to  dwell  in  the  bread 
and  wine  and  completes  the  mystery  of  our  Lord's  resurrection 
from  the  dead.54 

Gabriel  Qatraya  also  commented  on  this  drama;  the  mysteries  are 
performed  in  memory  of  the  passion,  death,  and  resurrection  of  our 
Lord.55  However: 

When  the  priest  calls  the  Spirit  and  it  broods  over,  he  joins  the 
body  to  the  blood  and  the  blood  to  the  body  (that)  is  the  mystery 
of  the  return  of  his  soul  into  His  body  and  of  His  resurrection 
from  the  dead.  For,  the  priest  mystically  vivifies  the  body  by  the 
work  of  the  Spirit. 

That  after  the  overshadowing  the  priest  does  no  more  sign  over 
the  mysteries  because  the  mystery  is  perfected  by  the  dissolving. 

At  this  hour  we  remove  incense  from  the  sacrifice  because  the 
corruption,  for  which  was  the  embalming,  is  dissolved. 

Of  course,  both  Narsai  and  Qatraya  drew  on  the  teaching  of  the 
Catechetical  Lectures,  and  they  were  also  aware  of  other  earlier 
eucharistic  teachings.57  However,  the  structure  of  the  anaphoras  of 
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Nestorius  and  Theodore — and  particularly  that  of  Theodore — gave 
excellent  structural  expression  of  the  theology  found  in  the  Catechetical 
Lectures.  In  addition,  I  suggest,  the  Anaphora  of  Theodore  gives 
excellent  linguistic  expression  to  "Antiochene"  Christology  and  the 
eucharistic  drama  of  the  Catechetical  Lectures. 
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Eucharistic  Offering 
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While  the  concept  of  the  eucharist  as  "offering"  and  "sacrifice" 
continues  to  be  an  area  of  debate  among  systematic  theologians,  in  an 
exploratory  article  entitled  "  Anaphoral  Offering:  Some  Observations 
on  Eastern  Eucharistic  Prayers,"  Kenneth  Stevenson  alerted  litur- 
gists  to  the  fact  that  little  work  had  so  far  been  undertaken  on  this 
subject,  and  in  a  preliminary  survey  of  the  material,  urged  the 
importance  of  the  task  not  only  for  liturgical  theology,  but  also  for 
ecumenism.1  This  present  study  attempts  to  further  our  understand¬ 
ing  of  the  development  of  anaphoral  offering  by  closely  examining 
the  concepts  underlying  the  East  Syrian  anaphoras — Addai  and 
Mari,  Nestorius,  and  Theodore  the  Interpreter.  The  method  adopted 
has  been  to  place  each  of  these  anaphoras  in  some  historical  context, 
and  then  to  examine  the  terminology  each  uses.  The  study  does  not 
take  into  account  the  kussape  prayers,  since  these  private  prayers  of 
the  priest  do  not  seem  to  belong  to  the  earliest  strata  of  the  anaphoras. 
They  are  not  mentioned  by  Narsai  in  his  commentary  in  the  fifth 
century,  nor  by  Pseudo-George  of  Arbel  in  the  ninth  century,  and 
they  are  absent  from  the  Mar  Esaya  manuscript,  which  is  our  earliest 
manuscript  of  the  anaphoras.2  This  does  not  mean  that  the  kussape  are 
post-tenth  century  and  of  no  significance.  However,  they  reflect  a 
theology  of  the  ordained  priesthood  vis  a  vis  the  eucharist,  which  is 
surely  a  subsequent  development  from  the  general  underlying  the¬ 
ology  of  an  anaphora,  which  is  of  the  church  vis  a  vis  the  eucharist. 
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ADDAI  AND  MARI 

Although  the  "original  form"3  or  "common  tradition"4  of  Addai 
and  Mari  continues  to  be  the  object  of  discussion,  and  various 
reconstructions  have  been  offered,  the  text  which  has  come  down  to 
us  in  the  manuscript  tradition  remains  reasonably  fixed.  The  Mar 
Esa'ya  text  published  by  W.F.  Macomber  and  dated  by  him  as  tenth/ 
eleventh  century,  is  usually  regarded  as  a  fairly  reliable  text  in  most 
instances/  and  may  now  be  evaluated  by  reference  to  the  parallel  text 
in  Maronite  Sharar.6  While  the  problem  of  whether  or  not  the  anaphora 
underwent  abbreviation  in  the  time  of  Iso'yabh  III  continues  to 
remain  unsolved,there  is  little  in  the  text  of  the  anaphora  which  could 
not  be  given  a  third-  or  even  a  second-century  dating.8  While  some 
scholars  have  preferred  to  see  a  tripartite  structure  to  the  anaphora 
based  upon  the  ghdndta  and  qandne  (surely  these  rubrical  directions  are 
to  some  degree  artificial?),  I  have  preferred  to  follow  a  bipartite 
structure,  marked  by  the  two  doxologies.9  The  anaphora  has  five 
references  to  offering — one  in  the  opening  dialogue,  one  in  the 
doxology  marking  the  first  part  of  the  anaphora,  and  three  references 
in  the  second  part. 

1.  The  oblation  ( qurbdna )  is  offered  ( metqarab )  to  God  the  Lord 
of  all. 

The  first  reference  occurs  in  the  opening  dialogue  and  is  said  by  the 
priest.  Unfortunately  the  authenticity — and  therefore  the  precise 
significance — of  this  statement  is  uncertain.  Robert  J.  Ledogar  has 
suggested  that  since  "Let  us  give  thanks  to  the  Lord"  introduces  the 
anaphora  in  all  traditions  except  the  Nestorian,  "The  oblation  is 
offered  to  God  the  Lord  of  all"  may  be  a  later  modification,  and  a 
similar  view  is  suggested  by  A.  Gelston.10  W.F.  Macomber  subjected 
this  entire  section  of  the  anaphora  to  a  critical  comparison  with  the 
dialogues  of  the  Blessing  of  Baptismal  Oil,  Maronite  Sharar,  the 
Blessing  of  Water  in  James  of  Sarug,  and  thatfound  in  the  Catechetical 
Lectures  of  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia,  and  concludes  that  it  may 
originally  have  been  the  final  phrase  of  a  longer  declaration  of  the 
meaning  and  intentions  of  the  eucharistic  prayer,  which  in  the 
Nestorian  tradition  replaced  "Let  us  give  thanks  to  the  Lord."11  The 
reconstruction  of  the  "original"  form  which  he  offers  is  not  entirely 
convincing.  In  complete  contrast,  Louis  Bouyer  suggests  that  "here 
we  are  touching  upon  a  very  ancient  testimonial  of  the  sacrificial 
sense  given  to  the  "eucharist"  from  the  time  when  it  was  still  simply 
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expressed  in  the  terminology  of  the  Synagogue  prayers/'12  Thus,  it  is 
difficult  to  know  whether  we  have  here  a  very  early  reference  to  the 
eucharist  as  an  oblation,  or  simply  a  later  doctrinal  statement  which 
now  heads  this  ancient  anaphora. 

In  defense  of  it  being  an  early  reference,  one  may  point  to  the 
Didache,  where  in  chapter  14  the  eucharist  is  referred  to  as  a  sacrifice 
Ouafot)  with  references  to  Malachi  1:11  and  Matthew  5:23,  without 
necessarily  meaning  the  elements  of  bread  and  wine.13  It  is  also 
interesting  that  in  the  Old  Syriac  Gospels,  Matthew  5:23-24,  npoa(p£p(o 
is  translated  by  qrb,  and  Swpov  by  qurbam,  and  in  the  second  century 
it  may  well  have  been  given  a  eucharistic  interpretation.14  Again,  in 
the  Syrian  Odes  of  Solomon,  20:1-5  we  find  the  following: 

I  am  a  priest  of  the  Lord, 

And  Him  I  serve  as  a  priest. 

And  to  Him  I  offer  the  offering  ( mqareb  na  qurbam )  of  His 
thought. 

For  His  thought  is  not  like  the  world,  nor  like  the  flesh. 

Nor  like  them  who  worship  according  to  the  flesh. 

The  Offering  of  the  Lord  ( qurbaneh  d'marya)  is  righteousness 
And  purity  of  heart  and  lips. 

Offer  ( qareb )  thy  inward  being  faultlessly 
And  let  not  thy  compassion  oppress  compassion; 

And  let  not  thyself  oppress  anyone.15 

Oblation  here  is  clearly  spiritual  and  ethical,  and  not  the  eucharist. 
However,  in  view  of  the  usage  of  the  Old  Syriac  Gospels,  and  the 
belief  that  the  offering  of  Christ  was  the  perfect  offering  (Heb  10:5- 
10) — of  which  the  eucharist  was  a  proclamation — the  adoption  of  the 
qrb  /  qurbam  terminology  for  the  eucharist  could  well  have  occured  at 
an  early  date.  It  is  also  important  to  observe  that  in  the  anaphora  in 
the  Apostolic  Tradition,  and  in  the  Strasbourg  Papyrus  Greek  254 
which  some  recent  studies  have  suggested  is  a  complete  anaphora,16 
the  prayer  itself  regards  the  eucharist  as  an  offering.  The  fact,  there¬ 
fore,  that  this  terminology  occurs  in  the  dialogue,  while  unique  to  the 
East  Syrian  family,  does  not  necessarily  mean  that  it  is  a  later 
innovation.  Its  precise  meaning  is  another  matter,  and  it  is  doubtful 
that  we  can  be  precise.  Clearly  it  refers  to  what  is  happening  and  what 
is  about  to  happen;  the  bread  and  wine  have  been  placed  on  the  holy 
table,  and  a  prayer  is  about  to  be  recited.  1  he  content  of  the  prayer 
itself  must  to  a  certain  extent  determine  the  understanding  of  this 
statement  in  the  dialogue. 
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2.  The  second  reference  to  offering  occurs  in  the  first  doxology 
which  concludes:  "  And  for  all  your  aids  and  graces  towards  us  let  us 
offer  ( naseq )  to  you  glory,  and  honor,  and  thanksgiving  and  worship, 
now  and  at  all  times,"  though  these  words  are  not  actually  given  in 
the  Mar  Esa'ya  text,  which  simply  gives  the  introduction,  "And  for 
all."17  The  verb  slq,  raise  up,  or  offer,  is  used  in  the  Peshitta  version  of 
Hebrews  11:17,  offering  up  (npoo&^epev)  of  Isaac,  and  Hebrews 
1 3:20  to  render  6  avycxyow.  In  Addai  and  Mari  it  is  used  to  sum  up  the 
focus  of  the  first  part  of  the  anaphora — an  offering  up  of  praise  and 
thanks  to  the  Name,  revealed  as  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Spirit  (see  Mai 
1:11;  Mt  28:17;  Odes  of  Solomon  6:7,  19:2,  23:22)  who  created  and 
redeemed  mankind.  Worship  is  offered  by  the  angelic  beings,  and 
with  them  men  also  give  thanks  because  of  redemption  through  the 
incarnation.18  Thus  far  the  only  qurbdna  is  one  of  praise  offered  (naseq) 
over  bread  and  wine  for  what  the  elements  call  the  mind — the  sal  vific 
work  of  God. 

3.  In  the  ghanta  commemorating  the  upright  and  just  fathers, 
these  "fathers"  are  described  as  those  "who  have  been  pleasing 
before  you  in  the  commemoration  C uhdarn )  of  the  body  and  blood  of 
your  Christ  which  we  offer  (mqarbinan)  you  upon  this  pure  and  holy 
altar  as  you  have  taught  us."  God  is  asked  to  remember  the  just 
fathers  who  have  in  the  past  been  gathered  around  the  altar.  The 
thought  here,  following  on  from  the  first  part  of  the  anaphora,  seems 
to  be  to  associate  the  righteous  dead  with  the  praises  of  the  angelic 
beings  and  with  the  living,  and,  as  A.  Gelston  notes,  is  brought  into 
only  the  loosest  connection  with  the  sacrifice  either  of  the  eucharist 
or  the  cross.19  What  is  offered  ( qrb )  upon  this  pure  and  holy  altar 
(suggested  by  Matthew  5:23-24?),  is  the  "commemoration  of  the  body 
and  blood  of  your  Christ."  The  root  'hd,  commemorate,  according  to 
Ledogar,  carries  with  it  the  understanding  of  proclamation;20  the 
bread  and  wine  would  thus  be  understood  as  a  proclamation  of  the 
body  and  blood  of  Christ — a  visual  and  mysterious  proclamation  of 
redemption  (showing  forth  the  Lord's  death).  This  is  perhaps  ex¬ 
pounded  further  in  the  paragraph  which  follows.  The  originality  and 
identity  of  this  paragraph,  which  has  no  parallel  in  Sharar,  has  been 
much  disputed,  but  it  nevertheless  explains  the  rite  as  "rejoicing  and 
glorifying  and  magnifying  and  commemorating  and  praising  and 
performing  this  great  and  dread  mystery  of  the  passion  and  death 
and  resurrection  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ."  What  is  offered,  therefore, 
is  the  performing  of  a  rite  which  is  a  mystery,  but  which  is  done  so  in 
a  context  of  offering  up  praise. 
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4.  In  the  epiclesis  God  is  asked  that  the  Holy  Spirit  may  come  and 
rest  upon  this  "oblation"  ( qurbana ).  Botte  has  argued  convincingly — 
and  Maronite  Sharar  seems  to  give  confirmation — that  the  petition 
"bless  and  hallow  it"  is  an  interpolation  from  Nestorius  and 
Theodore.21  The  early  form  seems  to  have  asked  for  the  Holy  Spirit  to 
rest  on  the  oblation  so  that  fruits  of  communion  may  be  secured.  In 
this  context  qurbana  refers  to  the  elements  of  bread  and  wine. 

5.  The  final  doxology  again  offers  up  (masqinan)  thanksgiving 
and  worship.  The  thought  here  seems  to  be  that  through  the  blood  of 
Christ,  the  redeemed  can  see  God  face  to  face,  and  offer  worship. 

In  summary,  Addai  and  Mari  sees  the  eucharist  as  an  oblation 
(qurbana).  There  may  well  be  some  correlation  here  between  qurbana 
and  Supov  (Mt  5:23-24;  Mk  7: 1 ;  see  5upa  in  the  anaphoras  of  St.  Basil 
and  St.  John  Chrysostom.22)  The  qurbana  consists  of  praise  and  thanks¬ 
giving  for  redemption.  Redemption  has  been  gained  by  the  death  of 
Christ,  who  left  us  an  example  for  the  church  to  perform.  This 
example  is  the  mystery  of  redemption,  and  is  a  commemoration 
(proclamation)  of  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ,  which  witnesses  not 
only  to  the  sacrifice  of  the  cross,  but  is  also  a  mystery  of  the  passion 
and  resurrection.  The  Holy  Spirit  rests  on  this  oblation  so  that 
redemption  gained  by  Christ  may  be  imparted  through  this  com¬ 
memoration.  The  whole  action — praise  and  commemoration — is 
offered  by  the  church  to  the  Name.  The  reference  to  giving  thanks 
with  open  mouths  and  uncovered  faces  (see  Ps  51:15;  2  Cor  3:18,  Rv 
22:3-4)  indicates  that  the  offering  is  in  close  association  with  the 
worship  of  heaven — of  the  angelic  beings,  and  the  eternal  priesthood 
of  Christ.  Where  offering  verbs  are  used,  qrb  is  used  for  the  com¬ 
memoration  of  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ,  whereas  slq  is  used  for 
verbal  praise.  This  may  indicate — though  it  is  impossible  to  be 
precise — that  the  reference  in  the  opening  dialogue  which  uses  the 
verb  qrb ,  whether  early  or  late,  refers  to  the  eucharistic  action,  i.e.,  the 
rite  of  commemorating  with  the  bread  and  wine.  Yet,  just  as  "Let  us 
give  thanks"  in  other  anaphoras  includes  offering  within  the  anaphora, 
so  in  Addai  and  Mari,  "The  oblation  is  offered  to  God  the  Lord  of  all" 
includes  praise  and  thanksgiving  within  the  anaphora. 

THE  ORIGIN  OF  THE  ANAPHORAS  OF 
NESTORIUS  AND  THEODORE 

The  origin  and  authorship  of  these  two  anaphoras  remain  to  some 
extent  shrouded  in  mystery.  However,  since  their  origin  may  explain 
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any  differences  in  terminology  and  theology  of  eucharistic  offering  to 
that  of  Addai  and  Mari,  we  must  give  some  consideration  to  this  prior 
question. 

It  is  practically  certain  that,  despite  their  titles,  the  composition  of 
these  Nestorian  anaphoras  has  nothing  to  do  with  either  Nestorius  or 
Theodore  of  Mopsuestia.  Nestorian  they  almost  certainly  are,  for 
although  they  do  not  emphasize  an  obvious  Nestorian  Christology, 
they  appear  to  have  been  compiled  after  the  East  Syrian  Church  had 
espoused  the  teachings  of  the  deposed  bishop  Nestorius,  and  the 
writings  of  his  mentor,  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia. 

One  source  of  information  comes  from  Leontius  of  Byzantium. 
Writing  c.  531  a.d.  about  Theodore,  he  says: 

He  also  dared  to  add  another  evil,  not  second  to  those  we  have 
spoken  of.  He  concocted  another  anaphora  besides  that  which 
had  been  handed  down  to  the  churches  by  the  Fathers;  he  had 
neither  respect  for  that  of  the  apostles,  nor  for  that  which  was 
written  by  the  great  Basil  in  the  Spirit  himself,  judging  this 
worthy  of  esteem.  In  which  anaphora  he  filled  the  rite  with 
blasphemies  (for  they  were  not  prayers).23 

While  it  has  been  pointed  out  that  the  context  would  fit  Nestorius 
rather  than  Theodore,24  it  does  affirm  that  an  anaphora  was  com¬ 
posed  quite  deliberately,  and  that  it  post-dates  the  Anaphora  of  the 
(Twelve)  Apostles  (we  assume  an  earlier  version  of  Greek 
Chrysostom)23  and  that  of  St.  Basil  (Byzantine  Basil).  Leontius  knew 
that  the  anaphora  was  attributed  by  the  Nestorians  to  one  of  their 
founding  fathers. 

A  second  source  of  information  is  provided  by  the  headings  to 
these  anaphoras  found  in  some  manuscripts,  though  they  are  rela¬ 
tively  late.  The  heading  of  the  Anaphora  of  Nestorius  in  the  Cam¬ 
bridge  University  Library  Ms  ADD  1984  (Alqosh  1707  AD.)  is  as 
follows: 

By  the  grace  of  God  we  begin  to  write  the  Hallowing  ( quddasa )  of 
my  Lord  Nestorius,  Patriarch  of  Byzantium,  the  martyr,  but  not 
unto  blood,  and  persecuted  for  the  truth  of  Orthodox  praises. 

Mar  Abbas  the  Great,  the  Catholicos  of  blessed  memory,  when 
he  went  up  to  Rome,  (Constantinople)  translated  the  Hallowing 
of  Mar  Nestorius  from  Greek  into  Syriac  and  established  all 
things,  as  Mar  John  the  Catholicos  indicates  in  the  mimra  which 
he  composed  on  the  Fathers. 

And  the  Anaphora  of  Theodore: 
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In  the  power  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  we  begin  to  write  the 
Hallowing  of  my  Lord  Theodore,  the  Interpreter  of  godly  books, 
which  Mar  Abbas  the  Catholicos  set  forth  and  translated  from 
Greek  into  Syriac  when  he  went  up  to  Rome  (Constantinople), 
and  he  translated  it  with  the  help  of  Mar  Thomas  the  doctor,  of 
Edessa. 

Similar  headings  are  found  in  Cambridge  University  Library  Mss, 
ADD  2046 A  and  ADD  2046B  (Nestorius  only),  and  British  Library  Ms. 
ADD.  7181.  If  these  headings  are  anything  more  than  worthless 
legend — and  the  internal  evidence  seems  to  give  them  partial  vindi¬ 
cation — then  they  too  imply  a  West  Syrian  Greek  origin  for  Nestorius 
and  Theodore.  The  mention  of  Mar  Abbas  the  Great  and  Mar  Thomas 
of  Edessa  gives  a  clue  to  a  possible  dating.  The  former  was  Catholicos 
between  the  years  540  and  522  a.d.,  and  Mar  Thomas  of  Edessa  died 
in  533  a.d.  A  date  in  the  second  or  third  decades  of  the  sixth  century 
perhaps  suggests  itself. 

However,  this  picture  is  complicated  by  two  further  factors.  In  the 
first  place,  regarding  dating,  Narsai  seems  to  presuppose  the  exist¬ 
ence  of  an  anaphora  or  anaphoras  of  the  type  represented  by  Nestorius 
and  Theodore  rather  than  Addai  and  Mari.  While  it  may  be  that 
Narsai' s  Homily  XVII  has  been  edited,  the  recent  work  by  Jammo 
suggests  that  it  is,  nevertheless,  mainly  the  work  of  Narsai.26  It  has 
been  alleged  that  the  anaphora  underlying  Narsai's  comments  corre¬ 
sponds  neither  to  Nestorius  nor  to  Theodore,  but  was  therefore 
another  Nestorian  anaphora  of  a  related  type.27 

However,  there  is  no  necessity  for  an  East  Syrian  theologian  of  the 
fifth  century  to  quote  from  anaphoras  with  the  accuracy  demanded 
by  twentieth-century  liturgical  scholarship;  furthermore,  if  Narsai 
was  commenting  upon  the  anaphora  in  general,  when  his  Church 
used  at  least  three,  then  it  is  understandable  that  his  comments  do  not 
correspond  exactly  to  the  contents  of  one  particular  anaphora.  (West¬ 
ern  liturgical  scholars,  until  recently  used  to  only  a  single  canon  missae 
or  Prayer  of  Consecration,  seem  to  have  overlooked  the  problem 
facing  commentators  of  traditions  where  several  anaphoras  were  in 
regular  use.)  Indeed,  Narsai  seems  to  switch  with  considerable  ease 
between  parts  of  Nestorius  and  parts  of  Theodore.  Thus,  'Tor  when 
the  time  of  the  passion  of  the  Lifegiver  of  all  was  arrived.  He  ate  the 
legal  passover  with  His  disciples"28  seems  to  allude  to  the  narrative 
of  institution  in  Nestorius,  "For  when  the  time  came  when  he  should 
be  betrayed  for  the  life  of  the  world,  after  He  had  kept  the  Passover 
with  His  disciples  according  to  the  law  of  Moses  . . whereas  "He 
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commends  the  priests  and  periodeutae  and  deacons;  and  he  entreats 
that  they  may  be  in  holiness  and  purity"29  only  has  a  parallel  in 
Theodore:  "  And  for  all  our  fathers  the  bishops  and  periodeutae  and 
priests  and  deacons  who  are  in  this  ministry  of  truth,  that  they  may 
stand  and  minister  before  thee  purely  and  worthily  and  holily . . If 
therefore,  as  seems  likely  to  the  present  writer,  Narsai  knew  Nestorius 
and  Theodore,  then  it  suggests  that  these  anaphoras  were  in  existence 
in  some  form  in  the  fifth  century. 

A  final  complicating  factor  is  the  relationship  between  Nestorius 
and  Theodore.  Nestorius,  as  has  been  pointed  out  by  Botte,30  and  the 
careful  analysis  of  Bayard  Jones,31  is  a  skillful  conflation  of  both  St. 
Basil  and  Greek  Chrysostom  (or  Twelve  Apostles),  and  Addai  and 
Mari.  Botte  writes: 

La  comparaison  entre  l'anaphore  de  Nestorius  et  celle  de  S.  Jean 
Chrysostome  nous  permet  d'y  apporter  certains  correctifs.  La 
parente  entre  les  deux  textes  saute  aux  yeux.  Si  nous  prenons, 
par  exemple.  Faction  de  graces,  Chrysostome  se  retrouve  mot  a 
mot  dans  Nestorius;  mais  dans  ce  dernier  il  s'y  ajoute  des 
developpements  repris  en  grande  partie  a  l'anaphore  byzantine 
de  S.  Basile.  D'autre  part,  Nestorius  a  garde  des  elements  propres 
a  la  tradition  syrienne  orientale.  Ainsi  son  epiclese  n'est  autre 
que  celle  d' Addai,  mais  avec  l'incise  caracteristique;  "en  les  (=le 
pain  et  le  vin)  changeant  par  ton  Saint-Esprit."32 

G.  Wagner  also  acknowledges  the  dependence  of  Nestorius  on 
Chrysostom,  though  he  suggests  an  early  sixth-century  date  at 
Constantinople.33  The  question  of  Theodore  is  far  less  certain.  Wagner 
believes  that  it  is  an  East  Syrian  adaptation  of  the  anaphora  upon 
which  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia  comments  in  his  Catechetical  Lec¬ 
tures.34  Yet  at  the  same  time  Theodore  seems  dependent  upon  Addai 
and  Mari.  It  may  be  that  Theodore  is  in  fact  a  compilation  based  not 
on  an  Anaphora  of  Theodore,  but  upon  his  catechetical  homilies, 
with  material  from  Addai  and  Mari,  and  possibly  even  Nestorius;  it 
may  well  owe  its  existence  to  the  fact  that  Nestorius  was  too  lengthy.35 
In  considering  the  terminology  and  theology  of  eucharistic  offering 
in  these  two  anaphoras,  we  shall  bear  in  mind  the  following  probable 
(Nestorius)  and  possible  (Theodore)  derivations: 

Addai  and  Mari  ) 

St.  Basil  /  Nestorius 

Twelve  Apostles/Earlier  Greek  Chrysostom  ) 

Catechetical  Lectures  of  Theodore  ) 

Addai  and  Mari  >  Theodore 

(Nestorius?)  ) 
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OFFERING  IN  NESTORIUS 

1 .  Thedialogue  expands  the  reference  to  oblation  found  in  Addai 
and  Mari,  but  this  statement  is  complicated  by  the  fact  that  the  Mar 
Esa'ya  text  has  a  less  expanded  formula  than  that  of  the  rest  of  the 
manuscript  tradition,  represented  by  the  Urmiah  edition.  The  Mar 
Esa'ya  text  has: 

The  living  and  reasonable  oblation  of  our  first-fruits,  and  the 
unslain  sacrifice  of  the  Son  of  our  race,  our  kinsman,  for  all 
created  things  to  their  utmost  bound,  is  offered  to  God  the  Lord 
of  all.36 

Apart  from  the  words  "our  kinsman,"  and  with  the  addition  of 
"the  unslain  and  acceptable  sacrifice,"  this  is  the  same  formula  as  that 
found  in  the  other  manuscripts  for  Theodore.  The  Urmiah  version  of 
this  formula  in  Nestorius  is: 

The  living  and  reasonable  oblation  of  our  first-fruits,  and  the 
unslain  and  acceptable  sacrifice  of  the  Son  of  our  race,  which  the 
prophets  figured  in  a  mystery,  and  the  apostles  proclaimed 
openly,  and  the  martyrs  bought  with  the  blood  of  their  necks, 
and  the  doctors  expounded  in  the  churches,  and  the  priests 
sacrificed  upon  the  holy  altar,  and  the  holy  Levites  bare  upon 
their  arms,  and  the  nations  partook  of  for  the  pardon  of  their 
debts,  and  for  all  created  things  to  their  utmost  bound  is  offered 
to  God,  the  Lord  of  all. 

This  would  seem  to  indicate  that  the  opening  formulas  have 
undergone  later  expansion,  or  it  could  indicate  a  certain  fluidity 
regarding  the  opening  formulas  of  Nestorius  and  Theodore.37  It  is 
significant  that,  if  these  anaphoras  were  compiled  from  West  Syrian 
sources,  the  authors  did  not  take  over  the  dialogue  of  the  Greek 
sources.  May  this  not  suggest  that  the  basic  formula,  "The  oblation  is 
offered  to  God  the  Lord  of  all,"  was  so  firmly  embedded  in  East 
Syrian  tradition  that  the  compilers  dared  not  replace  it,  but  chose  to 
expand  it?  Nevertheless,  the  expansion  is  an  interesting  and  consid¬ 
erable  theological  qualification  of  the  short  formula  in  Addai  and 
Mari.  The  cjurband  is  "living  and  reasonable"  (Rom  12:1),  of  our  first- 
fruits  (Jesus  - 1  Cor  15:20, 23),  and  also  the  "unslain  (and  acceptable) 
sacrifice  ( debha  la'  dabai'a  [waqebla'])  offered  ( metqarab )  to  God.  How¬ 
ever,  this  formula  seems  to  be  a  theological  summary  of  the  prayer 
and  action. 

2.  In  the  first  ghdnta  we  have  three  sacrificial  references,  all  appar¬ 
ently  concerned  with  verbal  praise  though  with  ritual  overtones. 
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(a)  Do  thou,  my  Lord,  give  us  utterance  in  opening  our  mouths, 
that  we  may  offer  ( nqareb )  to  thee  with  a  contrite  heart  and 
humble  spirit,  the  spiritual  fruit  of  our  lips,  even  a  reasonable 

service. 

Here  Ephesians  6:19  has  been  woven  together  with  words  from  St. 
Basil: 

mi  aoi  irpoo^peiv  £v  mp5ia  awxeTpipp£vr|  mi  Trvetipaxi 
xaTreivoioeocx;  xr|v  ^oyiKTjv  Tamrjv  ^axpefav  T]jia)v. 

(b)  Now  to  Thee  and  to  Thy  only  begotten  Son  and  to  the  Holy 
Spirit  we  offer  ( masqin )  continual  praise  without  ceasing,  be¬ 
cause  all  things  are  Thy  work. 

While  this  echoes  the  doxology  of  Addai  and  Mari,  it  also  echoes 
St.  Basil.  Bayard  Jones  points  out  that  the  reading  of  the  manuscripts, 
" Thy  work"  may  be  rendered  "Thy  servants"  with  only  a  change  in 
pointing.38 

mp'  o\>  moot  kxiou;  ta>yiKrf  xe  mi  voepa  5wapoo|i£vr|  aoi 
/Vaxpehei  mi  aoi  xr|v  ai5iov  avaTtejjjtei  6o^oXoyfa  oxi  xa 
aupmvxa  3o\)Xa  g6l 

(c)  and  we  give  Thee  thanks  for  this  service  ( tesmesta )  and  we 
beseech  thee  to  accept  ( tqablih )  it  at  our  hands. 

This  seems  to  have  been  borrowed  from  Chrysostom: 

euxapiaxobiLi^v  aoi  mi  UTrep  xf|<;  X£ixo\)pY(a<;  xauxriq  ijv  sk 
xcov  x^tpeav  ijpcov  8e^aa0ai. 

Aeixoupy iac,  may  refer  to  verbal  praise,  but  it  more  probably  refers 
to  the  performance  of  the  eucharist  itself. 

3.  (a)  The  second  ghanta,  following  the  Sanctus,  gives  praise  for  the 
work  of  Christ,  and  leads  into  the  institution  narrative  with  the 
statement  that  "he  left  us  the  commemoration  (' uhdana)  of  our  salva¬ 
tion,  this  mystery  Craza)  which  we  offer  ( mqarbinan )  before  Thee." 
This  is  very  close  to  Addai  and  Mari — the  commemoration  of  the 
body  and  blood  of  Christ  which  is  offered  upon  the  pure  and  holy 
altar,  and  later  termed  a  mystery.  However,  once  again  the  phraseol¬ 
ogy  seems  to  have  been  influenced  by  St.  Basil: 

Kcxxe A,i7i£v  31  Vifiiv  UTiojivrjpaxa  xoi)  ocoxTipfou  auxoi)  TraQoix; 
xai>xa  a  TtpoxeBefrajJcv  mxa  xok;  ai)xou  £vxoXa;. 

Of  interest  here,  however,  is  that  while  Basil  offers  (npoxeGdmjiiev) 
in  the  past  tense,  presumably  referring  back  to  the  placing  of  the 
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bread  and  wine  on  the  altar,39  Nestorius,  using  participle  and  pro¬ 
noun,  expresses  a  present  tense,  suggesting  that  offering  is  taking 
place  in  the  action  in  the  anaphora.  Furthermore,  the  offering  seems 
to  be  connected  with  the  recital  of  the  words  of  institution.  The 
institution  is  described  as  Christ's  own  passover  (surely  a  sacrificial 
connotation),  which  "we  keep  for  His  commemoration  as  He  com¬ 
mitted  it  unto  us  until  He  be  revealed  from  heaven."  It  is,  therefore, 
this  commemoration,  which  is  a  mystery,  which  is  being  offered. 

(b)  The  ghanta  concludes  with  further  offering  ( naseq )  of  praise, 
honor,  confession,  and  adoration. 

4.  In  the  ghanta  after  the  institution  we  find  three  references  to 
offering. 

(a)  We  offer  ( mqarbinan )  unto  thee  this  sacrifice  ( debha )  living  and 
holy  and  acceptable  and  glorified  and  awful  and  exalted  and 
spotless  for  all  creatures  and  for  the  holy  apostolic  catholic 
church  . . . 

This  combination  of  terminology,  some  of  which  is  gleamed  from 
Romans  12:1  and  Hebrews  9:14, 12:28,  does  not  have  an  exact  parallel 
in  our  present  texts  of  St.  Basil  or  St.  John  Chrysostom.  Chrysostom, 
prior  to  the  epicelsis,  reads: 

Exi  Tcpoad^pop^v  aoi  xY|v  XoytKrfv  xabxrjv  ml  avaiponcxov 
Xaxpeiav 

which  is  repeated  before  the  intercessions.  Syriac  Twelve  Apostles 
reads  at  the  intercessions: 

Therefore  we  offer  ( mqarbinan )  to  thee.  Lord  almighty,  this 
rational  sacrifice  ( debhta )  for  all  men,  for  your  catholic  church. . . 

Bayard  Jones  suggested  that  St.  James  was  a  source  here — 
npoocj)epo|i£v  ooi, xY|v  boftepocv  xoo5xr|v  ml  ocvafpaicxov  0uafav, 
in  the  anamnesis,40  but  it  is  more  likely  that  the  compiler  followed 
basic  ideas  found  in  West  Syrian  sources  without  recourse  to  St. 
James,  and  has  developed  it  in  his  own  way,  with  a  number  of 
adjectives  which  is  a  characteristic  of  his  style.  However,  it  is  note¬ 
worthy  that  now  the  term  sacrifice  (debha)  rather  than  simply  qurbana 
has  been  introduced  into  the  anaphora  itself. 

(b)  And  for  thy  frail  servant  whom  thou  hast  by  thy  grace  made 
worthy  to  offer  ( lamqardbu )  before  this  oblation  {qurbana). 

St.  Basil  seems  to  have  been  an  inspiration: 

Mvr(o0r|xi  K\5pie  mxa  xo  7rXfj0O(;  xwv  oiKXippwv  aou  ml  xfjq 
£pf|(;  fova^tbxnxoc;*  cro'yx(J1)prla^v  h01  £ko\5oi(5v 
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xe  ml  cxKoiScnov  ml  jllt|  5i'a  xaq  £}Ta<;  hjiapx(a<;  kolW6ot|<;  xY|v 
Xcipiv  xou  c’xyio'o  oou  7uv£ij|j.axo(;  iaco  xoov  7tpOK£i|i£va)v  5a5pcov. 

(c)  The  ghanta  concludes  with  offering  ( naseq )  of  praise  and  confes¬ 
sion. 

5.  The  final  ghanta  continues  the  intercessions,  and  contains  two 
further  references  to  offering. 

(a)  We  beseech  thee,  my  Lord,  and  we  make  supplication  before 
thee;  that  thou  wilt  remember  over  this  oblation  ( qurbana )  the 
fathers  and  patriarchs,  prophets  and  apostles  . . . 

This  is  reminiscent  of  Addai  and  Mari,  but  also  of  Chrysostom: 

“Exi  7ipoo<j)£po|Li£v  goi  zf\v  Xoyuct|v  xa\5xrjv  taxxpefav  imep  xcdv 
£v  Tciaxei  avamuoaju^vcov  mx^pcov  mxpiapxwv  7rpo(j)r|xa)v 
a7toaxd>iCDv. 

(b)  The  epiclesis: 

And  may  the  grace  of  the  Holy  Spirit  come,  O  my  Lord,  and  may 
He  dwell  and  rest  upon  this  oblation  ( qurbana )  which  we  offer 
( mqarbinan )  before  thee.  May  He  bless  and  consecrate  it  and 
make  this  bread  and  this  cup  to  be  the  Body  and  Blood  of  our 
Lord  Jesus  Christ .  .  . 

Botte41  points  out  that  Nestorius  follows  the  form  of  Addai  and 
Mari,  but  the  compiler  has  also  expanded  it  from  St.  Basil: 

Kai  TtpoG^vxeq  xa  (‘xvxlxima  xou  dyfou  ao5}iaxo(;  mi  aijuaxoq  xoi) 
Xpiorox)  000  aoi)  SeopeGa  Kai  ae  mpaKaXonpev  ayie  dxyfcov 
ei)8oKfa  xrjc;  crf|<;  aya0dxr|xo<;  eX0eiv  xo  riv£\)|id  aou  xo  jcavdyiov 
e^'  rjjLiocq  mi  tn\  xa  TtpoKelpeva  5copa  xauxa  Kai  eiAoyrjoai 
ai)xd  mi  ayihaai  mi  bva&lqai.  Tov  pTv  apxov. 

It  would  appear,  therefore,  that  while  Nestorius  may  be  a  skillful 
conflation  of  St.  Basil  and  a  version  of  St.  John  Chrysostom  (Twelve 
Apostles),  the  offering  terminology  is  mainly  derived  from  the 
former.  Much  of  the  theology  of  offering  is  simply  an  amalgam  of 
those  ideas  found  in  the  Greek  West  Syrian  sources.  Thus,  in  the 
terminology  of  St.  Basil,  there  is  offering  of  verbal  praise  and  thanks¬ 
giving,  described  in  terms  of  Hebrews  13:14  and  Romans  12:1,  which 
is  offered  up  in  praise  to  the  T rinity,  and  includes  thanksgiving  for  the 
whole  liturgical  service  (Chrysostom).  Following  Basil,  the  com¬ 
memoration  of  our  salvation  is  offered.  It  is  at  this  point  that  the 
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anaphora  develops  a  different  theology  from  that  of  the  Greek 
sources.  The  West  Syrian  sources  have  the  following  sequence: 
anamnesis,  epiclesis,  and  intercessions.  According  to  Kenneth 
Stevenson,  in  Chrysostom  the  offering  is  "firmly  in  the  anamnesis, 
linking  the  offering  with  prayer,  in  epiklesis  and  intercession."42  In 
Basil  offering  is  also  found  in  the  anamnesis,  epiclesis,  and  interces¬ 
sions,  though  in  the  latter  offering  is  in  the  past  tense,  and  seems  to 
refer  back  to  the  offertory.43  Nestorius,  however,  retains  the  sequence 
of  Addai  and  Mari — intercession,  epiclesis,  doxology,  and  in  so 
doing,  has  changed  the  emphasis.  The  offering  of  the  eucharistic 
elements  appears  to  be  closely  linked  with  the  recital  of  the  institution 
narrative;  there  is  no  anamnesis  of  the  W est  Syrian  type.  The  offering, 
which  is  in  the  present  tense,  is  made  as  the  words  of  institution  are 
introduced  (described  as  a  commemoration  of  salvation),  and,  after 
their  recital,  but  before  the  epiclesis,  the  elements  are  described  as  a 
sacrifice  ( debha ),  and  it  is  offered  for  all  creatures  and  the  church.  The 
sacrifice  is  not  connected  with  the  epiclesis.  The  Spirit  is  asked  to 
come  on  the  oblation  in  order  to  make  the  elements  the  body  and 
blood  of  Christ  after  the  intercessions.  Thus  in  Nestorius  we  have  the 
following  general  pattern: 

Offering  of  praise  ( nqareb ,  masqm) 

Offering  of  the  commemoration  of  our  salvation  ( mqarbinan ) 
which  is  performed  by  the  recitation  of  that  salvation  as  re¬ 
corded  in  the  institution. 

Pleading  the  sacrifice  (debha)  (death  of  Christ)  which  is  com¬ 
memorated. 

Petition  for  the  Spirit  to  make  the  oblation  life-giving  to  those 
who  receive  it. 

OFFERING  IN  THEODORE  THE  INTERPRETER 

1.  The  dialogue  seems  to  belong  to  a  "floating"  tradition;  the  Mar 
Esa'ya  text  simply  has  the  same  as  Addai  and  Mari,  while  the  Urmiah 
edition,  as  noted  above,  gives  a  version  similar  to  the  Mar  Esa'ya 
formula  for  Nestorius.  Perhaps  this  suggests  that  Theodore  was 
indeed  compiled  to  give  a  shorter  anaphora  than  Nestorius,  and  no 
new  dialogue  was  composed  for  it.  However,  whatever  may  be  the 
ultimate  origin  and  relationship  of  these  versions  of  the  dialogue, 
Theodore,  like  Nestorius,  contains  the  words  qurbana ,  debha,  and 
metqarab. 
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2.  (a)  The  first  and  second  ghdndta  after  the  dialogue,  between 
which  occurs  the  Sanctus,  are  concerned  with  an  offering  of  praise. 
While  Addai  and  Mari  and  Nestorius  imply  that  the  Sanctus  is  offered 
as  praise  with  the  angelic  beings,  Theodore  explicitly  makes  it  so: 

And  Thou  hast,  my  Lord,  in  Thy  grace,  made  even  the  feeble  race 
of  mortal  man  worthy  to  offer  ( nascjun )  glory  and  honor,  with  all  the 
companiesof  those  on  high,  to  thy  Almighty  sovereignty,  even  with 
those  who  at  all  times  before  the  majesty  of  Thy  holiness  raise  their 
voice  to  glorify  Thy  glorious  Trinity  which  in  three  Persons  co¬ 
equal  and  undivided  isconfessed . . .  ( Sanctus ) . . .  weoffer  ( masqimn ) 
praise  and  honor  and  confession  and  adoration,  to  the  Father  and 
to  the  Son  and  to  the  Holy  Spirit .  .  .  before  Thy  great  and  awful 
Name  we  kneel  and  adore,  and  with  us  all  the  companies  of  those 
above  praise  and  give  thanks  for  Thy  unspeakable  grace. 

While  F.E.  Brightman  and  G.  Wagner  have  suggested  that  the 
Anaphora  of  Theodore  could  be  the  work  of  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia,44 
this  explicit  linking  of  the  earthly  praise  of  the  church  with  the 
celestial  worship  may  well  have  been  suggested  to  a  compiler  by  the 
Catechetical  Lectures  of  Theodore: 

The  right  praises  of  God  consist  in  professing  that  all  praises  and 
all  glorifications  are  due  to  Him,  inasmuch  as  adoration  and 
service  are  due  to  Him  from  all  of  us  .  . .  He  asserts  that  praises 
and  glorifications  are  offered  at  all  times,  and  before  all  other 
(beings),  to  this  eternal  and  divine  nature,  by  all  the  visible 
creatures  and  by  the  invisible  hosts  . .  .  He  makes  mention  also 
of  the  seraphim,  as  they  are  found  in  the  Divine  Book  singing 
praise  which  all  of  us  who  are  present  sing  loudly  in  the  Divine 
song  which  we  recite,  along  with  the  invisible  hosts,  in  order  to 
serve  God.  We  ought  to  think  of  them  and  to  offer  a  thanksgiving 
that  is  equal  to  theirs.45 

This  specific  praise  of  the  angels  seems  to  take  the  place  of  the 
reference  to  "offering  of  the  fruit  of  lips"  in  Nestorius,  and  is  more 
akin  to  the  sense  of  Addai  and  Mari. 

(b)  In  the  second  ghanta,  as  part  of  the  recital  of  salvation  in  Christ, 
Hebrews  9:14  and  Colossians  1:18,  20  are  joined  together. 

who  through  the  eternal  Spirit  offered  ( qareb )  himself  without 
spot  to  God,  and  hath  sanctified  us  by  the  offering  ( qurbana )  of 
His  body  once,  and  made  peace  by  the  blood  of  His  cross. 

(c)  The  words  of  institution  carefully  articulate  the  link  between 
the  offering  of  the  body  of  Christ  once,  and  the  eucharist  as  an 
offering.  The  Last  Supper  is  described  thus: 
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...  he  performed  this  great  and  holy  and  divine  mystery,  taking 
the  bread  . .  . 

And  as  we  have  been  commanded,  so  we  thy  weak  and  frail  and 
miserable  servants  have  come  together,  that  by  permission  of 
thy  grace  we  may  perform  this  great  and  awful  and  holy  and 
divine  mystery,  wherein  was  great  salvation  (wrought)  for  the 
whole  race  of  man. 

At  the  conclusion  of  this  ghanta,  praise,  thanksgiving,  honor,  and 
adoration  are  offered  ( masqtnan ). 

3.  The  third  ghanta,  following  the  narrative  of  institution,  intro¬ 
duces  intercession  linked  with  offering: 

(a)  Adoration  is  given  for  being  made  worthy  to  administer 
(, lamsamasu )  before  God  this  awful  and  divine  service  ( tesmesa )  for  the 
salvation  of  our  lives. 

b)  we  offer  ( mqarbinan )  before  thy  glorious  Trinity,  with  a 
contrite  heart  and  humble  spirit  this  living  and  holy  and  accept¬ 
able  sacrifice  ( debhta ),  the  mystery  of  the  Lamb  of  God  which 
taketh  away  the  sin  of  the  world. 

(c)  that  in  Thy  pitifulness  this  pure  and  holy  oblation  ( qurbana ) 
may  be  accepted  in  which  thou  wast  well  pleased  and  reconciled 
regarding  the  sins  of  the  world. 

Here  the  offering  is  carefully  linked  with  the  performing  of  the 
mystery,  and  the  performing  is  carefully  defined  as  a  service  for  our 
salvation — the  sacrifice,  or  mystery  of  the  Lamb  which  taketh  away 
the  sin  of  the  world.  A  careful  link  is  made  between  the  cross,  the  Last 
Supper,  and  the  continued  performing  of  the  rite. 

(d)  In  the  same  ghanta,  this  identity  or  link  having  been  established, 
the  oblation  ( qurbana )  is  offered  ( metqarab )  (this  occurs  twice)  for  a 
series  of  motives  in  intercession. 

(e)  The  whole  rite  can  be  described  as  a  sacnfice  of  praise  (debha 
detawdita )  which  is  the  reasonable  fruit  of  lips  (see  Heb  13:15)  which 
is  "as  a  good  memorial  before  Thee  of  the  righteous  of  old  time." 

4.  In  the  epiclesis  the  Spirit  is  asked  to  come  upon  the  oblation 
(qurbana);  the  epiclesis  of  Theodore  is  nearer  to  the  form  in  Addai  and 
Mari  than  Nestorius,  and  omits  the  words  "which  we  offer"  found  in 
the  latter. 

The  theology  of  offering  in  Theodore  is  far  more  clearly  and 
logically  expressed  than  in  Nestorius.  First,  there  is  an  offering  of 
praise  which  is  explicitly  united  with  the  angelic  offering  of  the 
Sanctus.  The  one  offering  of  Christ  was  performed  as  a  mystery  at  the 
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Last  Supper;  the  church  continues  to  perform  the  same  mystery,  and 
that  mystery  is  a  service,  a  sacrifice  and  an  oblation  which  is  then 
firmly  linked  with  intercessions.  The  whole  can  be  described  as  a 
sacrifice  of  praise,  the  reasonable  fruit  of  lips,  suggesting  that  the 
service,  or  mystery,  is  a  proclamation  of  the  sacrifice  of  Christ. 
Finally,  as  in  Nestorius,  the  Holy  Spirit  is  invoked  upon  the  oblation 
so  that  it  might  be  life-giving  to  those  who  receive  it. 

THE  EAST  SYRIAN  THEOLOGIES  OF  OFFERING 

From  this  survey  of  anaphoral  offering  in  these  three  East  Syrian 
eucharistic  prayers,  several  interesting  and  significant  observations 
can  be  made. 

First,  regarding  terminology  (see  table),  generally  the  East  Syrian 
anaphoras  reserve  the  verb  'aseq  (Aph'el  of  slq)  for  offering  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  praise,  and  qareb  (Pa'el  ofqrb)  for  offering  in  connection  with 
the  eucharistic  action.  An  exception  to  this  is  found  in  Nestorius, 
where  nqareb  is  used  for  the  spiritual  sacrifice  of  the  fruit  of  lips. 
However,  the  compiler  appears  to  have  been  drawing  on  St.  Basil, 
where  the  verb  is  npoob^poo.  It  should  be  noted,  however,  that  the 
reference  in  St.  Basil  does  have  ritual  overtones.  The  noun  used  in  the 
East  Syrian  anaphoras  is  qurbana.  Judging  from  the  Old  Syriac  Gos¬ 
pels,  qurbana  may  be  regarded  as  an  equivalent  to  5copov,  and  is 
therefore  akin  to  bcopa  found  in  St.  Basil  and  St.  John  Chrysostom.  In 
Nestorius  and  Theodore  the  term  debha  (feminine  debhta  in  Theodore), 
sacrifice,  is  introduced,  though  apart  from  the  opening  dialogue, 
only  after  the  recital  of  the  institution  narrative.  This  terminology  and 
its  context  allows  other  observations  to  be  made. 

It  would  seem  legitimate  to  draw  a  distinction  between  Addai  and 
Mari  on  the  one  hand,  Nestorius  and  Theodore  on  the  other.  The 
occurrence  of  qurbana . . .  metqarab  in  the  dialogue  of  Addai  and  Mari 
would  seem  to  be  not  so  much  an  offertory  prayer46  as  a  statement  of 
how  the  eucharistic  action  was  understood.  There  is  no  necessity  to 
conclude  that  it  replaced  an  earlier  "Let  us  give  thanks  to  the  Lord," 
for  all  anaphoras  which  contain  the  latter  still  regard  the  eucharist  as 
an  offering.  In  Addai  and  Mari  it  seems  to  refer  to  the  whole 
eucharistic  action — placing  the  bread  and  wine  on  the  altar,  the 
recitation  of  the  eucharistic  prayer,  which  is  making  the  commemo¬ 
ration  of  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ,  and  culminating  in  commun¬ 
ion.  Indeed,  in  addition  to  praise,  what  Addai  and  Mari  actually 
offers  in  the  text  which  has  come  down  to  us  is  "the  commemoration 
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of  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ."  Kenneth  Stevenson  seems  to  be 
correct  when  he  sees  the  oblation  as  unitive,  without  sequence  or 
development;47  oblation  in  this  anaphora  is  left  undeveloped. 

However,  the  same  conclusion  cannot  be  made  for  Nestorius  and 
Theodore.  Whatever  may  be  the  meaning  of  the  dialogue  reference  in 
Addai  and  Mari,  in  Nestorius  and  Theodore  it  seems  best  understood 
as  a  doctrinal  summary  of  the  anaphora.  In  the  anaphoras  them¬ 
selves,  we  would  suggest  that  a  clear  sequence  of  development  is  to 
be  found.  In  Nestorius  this  is  clouded  slightly  by  the  fact  that  so  much 
of  the  offering  terminology  has  been  lifted  from  Greek  West  Syrian 
anaphoras.  Nevertheless,  there  is  a  sequence:  the  offering  of  praise; 
the  offering  of  the  mystery,  which  is  associated  with  the  recital  of  the 
institution  narrative;  and  then  pleading  this  mystery  of  the  passion 
and  death  in  the  intercessions.  Only  after  the  intercessions — the 
pleading  of  the  sacrifice  of  Christ — is  the  Spirit  invoked  to  make  the 
oblation  life-giving  to  those  who  are  to  receive  it.  This  sequence  is 
even  more  logically  expressed  in  Theodore.  Praise  is  offered,  and  this 
clearly  includes  the  Sanctus.  The  one  offering  of  Christ  is  celebrated 
by  performing  the  rite,  and  there  is  a  clear  link  between  the  one 
sacrifice  of  Christ,  the  mystery  of  the  Last  Supper,  and  the  performing 
of  that  mystery  in  the  church's  eucharist.  It  can  be  described  as  a 
sacrifice  and  oblation,  and  is  pleaded  in  the  intercessions.  Again,  only 
after  the  death  is  pleaded  is  the  Spirit  invoked  to  make  the  oblation 
life-giving  to  the  communicants. 

The  sequence  of  thought  in  Nestorius  and  Theodore  entails  the 
structure  of  the  anaphora  being  that  which  is  distinctly  East  Syrian: 
institution  narrative,  (anamnesis)  intercessions,  epiclesis.  The  ques¬ 
tion  which  poses  itself  from  this  is:  If  Nestorius  and  Theodore  were 
compiled  after  West  Syrian  models  (this  applies  more  to  Nestorius 
than  Theodore),  why  was  the  West  Syrian  pattern  (institution  narra¬ 
tive,  anamnesis,  epiclesis,  intercessions)  abandoned? 

One  answer  may  be  that  since  in  Addai  and  Mari  the  epiclesis  was 
at  the  end  of  the  prayer,  this  was  so  established  in  East  Syria  that  the 
compilers  of  the  Nestorian  anaphoras  dared  not  break  such  a  tradi¬ 
tion.  Yet,  clearly,  the  Maronite  community  shared  no  such  fetish 
about  the  position  of  the  epiclesis,  happily  using  its  version  of  Addai 
and  Mari,  Sharar,  alongside  many  anaphoras  of  the  West  Syrian 
pattern.  The  Egyptian  Church  also  used  West  Syrian  anaphoras 
alongside  its  own.  One  wonders  whether  in  fact,  in  view  of  the 
sequence  of  ideas  of  offering  in  Nestorius  and  T  heodore,  the  change 
of  anaphoral  pattern  was  deliberate,  and  was  connected  with  the 
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concept  of  eucharistic  offering.  Could  it  be  that  behind  these  two 
Nestorian  anaphoras  and  their  structure  is  a  theology  suggested  by 
the  Catechetical  Lectures  of  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia? 

Theodore  describes  the  eucharist  as  performing  symbolically  the 
remembrance  of  the  death  of  Christ.48  Indeed,  when  the  deacons 
carried  out  the  bread  and  wine,  so  Theodore  explains,  they  place  it  on 
the  altar  for  a  complete  representation  of  the  passion.44  Theodore 
seems  to  dwell  on  this  representation  of  the  passion  and  death — a 
remembrance  of  the  sacrifice. 

Indeed,  He  (our  Lord)  gave  us  the  bread  and  the  cup  because  it 
is  with  food  and  drink  that  we  maintain  ourselves  in  this  world, 
and  He  called  the  bread  "body"  and  the  cup  "blood  ",  because,  as 
it  was  His  Passion  that  affected  His  body  which  it  tormented  and 
from  which  it  caused  blood  to  flow.  He  wished  to  reveal,  by 
means  of  these  two  objects  through  which  His  Passion  was 
accomplished,  and  also  in  the  symbol  of  food  and  drink,  the 
immortal  life,  in  which  we  expect  to  participate  when  we  per¬ 
form  this  Sacrament  from  which  we  believe  to  derive  a  strong 
hope  for  the  future  benefits.50 

And  again: 

We  must  first  of  all  realise  that  we  perform  a  sacrifice  of  which 
we  eat.  Although  we  remember  the  death  of  our  Lord  in  food  and 
drink,  and  although  we  believe  these  to  be  the  remembrance  of 
his  Passion — because  He  said:  "This  is  my  body  which  is  broken 
for  you,  and  this  is  my  blood  which  is  shed  for  you" — we 
nevertheless  perform,  in  their  service,  a  sacrifice;  and  it  is  the 
office  of  the  priest  of  the  New  Testament  to  offer  this  sacrifice,  as 
it  is  through  it  that  the  New  Covenant  appears  to  be  maintained. 

It  is  indeed  evident  that  it  is  a  sacrifice,  but  not  a  new  one  and  one 
that  (the  priest)  performs  as  his,  but  it  is  a  remembrance  of  that 
other  real  sacrifice  (of  Christ).51 

Theodore  also  notes  that  the  sacrifice  may  be  pleaded  for  the  living 
and  the  dead: 

The  priest  performs  Divine  service  in  this  way,  and  offers 
supplication  on  behalf  of  all  those  of  whom  by  regulation  men¬ 
tion  is  to  be  made  always  in  the  Church;  and  later  he  begins  to 
make  mention  of  those  who  have  departed,  as  if  to  show  that  this 
sacrifice  keeps  us  in  this  world,  and  grants  also  after  death,  to 
those  who  have  died  in  the  faith,  that  ineffable  hope  which  all  the 
children  of  the  Sacrament  of  Christ  earnestly  desire  and  expect.52 
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However,  Theodore  has  a  particular  Christological  concern  re¬ 
garding  the  explanation  of  the  epiclesis.  Commenting  on  the  function 
of  the  Spirit,  Theodore  states: 

Indeed,  even  the  body  of  our  Lord  does  not  possess  immortality 
and  the  power  of  bestowing  immortality  in  its  own  nature,  as 
this  was  given  to  it  by  the  Holy  Spirit;  and  at  its  resurrection  from 
the  dead  it  received  close  union  with  Divine  nature  and  became 
immortal  and  instrumental  for  conferring  immortality  on  oth¬ 
ers.53 

This  Christology  Theodore  applies  directly  to  the  epiclesis.  Thus, 
describing  the  eucharist  as  representing  the  passion,  he  explains: 

It  is,  therefore,  with  justice  that  the  same  thing  is  done  here  with 
tne  body  which  lies  on  the  altar,  and  which  is  holy,  awe-inspiring 
and  remote  from  all  corruption;  a  body  which  will  very  shortly 
rise  to  an  immortal  nature.54 

And,  explaining  the  epiclesis: 

Indeed,  the  body  of  our  Lord,  which  is  from  our  own  nature,  was 
previously  mortal  by  nature,  but  through  the  resurrection  it 
moved  to  an  immortal  and  immutable  nature  ...  In  this  same 
way,  after  the  Holy  Spirit  has  come  here  also,  we  believe  that  the 
elements  of  bread  and  wine  have  received  a  kind  of  anointing 
from  the  grace  that  comes  upon  them,  and  we  hold  them  to  be 
henceforth  immortal,  incorruptible,  impassible,  and  immutable 
by  nature,  as  the  body  of  our  Lord  was  after  the  resurrection.55 

Theodore  was,  of  course,  commenting  upon  a  rite  which  was  of  the 
West  Syrian  type,  with  the  following  structure:  narrative,  anamnesis, 
epiclesis,  intercessions.  However,  when  such  a  theology  of  the  epiclesis 
is  applied  strictly,  it  might  appear  (as  Cyril  of  Jerusalem  suggests56) 
that  the  life-giving  body  of  Christ  is  being  offered  and  pleaded  in  the 
intercessions,  and  not  the  commemoration  of  the  passion  and  death. 
Perhaps  it  is  not  too  fanciful  to  suggest  that  someone  with  a  particular 
interest  in  the  theology  of  Theodore — as  presumably  the  compilers  of 
the  two  Nestorian  anaphoras  had — might  find  it  more  logical  to 
express  Theodore's  ideas  by  pleading  the  passion  in  the  intercessions 
after  the  institution  narrative,  and  by  leaving  the  "resurrecting"  of 
the  body  until  the  end  of  the  prayer.  The  life-giving  body  was  not 
needed  for  intercession,  but  for  communion  to  impart  immortality. 
Whatever  the  merits  of  this  suggestion,  Nestorius  and  Theodore  do 
have  a  particular  theology  of  offering  which  is  formulated  differently 
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from  the  West  Syrian  anaphoras,  and  they  deserve  more  attention 
from  liturgists  than  they  have  hitherto  received. 

H. A.J.  Wegman  has  drawn  attention  to  the  possible  ecumenical 
significance  of  Addai  and  Mari.57  While  there  is  a  danger  that  far  too 
much  may  be  claimed  for  this  ancient  and  enigmatic  anaphora,  it  may 
be  that  its  undeveloped  offering  terminology  may  prove  suggestive 
in  ecumenical  debate.  The  eucharist  is  conceived  as  an  offering  up  of 
praise  in  which  the  divine  economy  is  recounted.  Included  in  this 
offering  is  the  commemoration  of  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ,  for 
the  bread  and  wine  are  themselves,  "as  you  have  taught  us,"  a 
proclamation  of  the  divine  economy.  Because  the  terminology  is  left 
undeveloped,  the  God-ward  and  human-ward  elements  are  insepa¬ 
rably  intertwined.  The  more  developed  and  articulated  concepts 
found  in  Nestorius  and  Theodore  the  Interpreter  provide  some 
insight  into  how  the  terminology  was  developed  in  one  tradition. 
While  these  concepts  will  almost  certainly  be  unacceptable  to  some 
theological  traditions,58  the  manner  in  which  the  two  Nestorian 
anaphoras  articulate  the  connection  between  the  sacrifice  of  the  cross, 
the  Last  Supper,  the  Lord's  Supper,  and  intercession  for  the  church, 
may  prove  not  entirely  unhelpful. 
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The  Epiclesis  in  the 
East  Syrian  Anaphoras 


T HE  PURPOSE  OF  THIS  STUDY  IS  TO  EXAMINE  THE  EPICLESIS  AS  FOUND  IN  THE  THREE 

East  Syrian  anaphoras,  Addai  and  Mari,  Nestorius,  and  Theodore. 
This  study  is  based  on  a  number  of  presuppositions  which  I  have 
attempted  to  establish  in  previous  studies  on  this  anaphoral  tradi¬ 
tion. 

1.  My  first  presupposition  is  that  Addai  and  Mari  is  the  earliest 
of  the  three  anaphoras  and,  since  it  shares  much  in  common  with  the 
Maronite  anaphora  called  Sharar,  points  to  at  least  a  fourth-century 
date,  but  possibly  as  early  as  the  second  or  third  centuries. 

2.  The  second  presupposition  is  that  a  comparison  between 
Addai  and  Mari  and  Sharar  enables  us  to  establish  what  is  most  likely 
to  have  been  the  earliest  text  of  the  common  form  of  the  underlying 
anaphora. 

3.  My  third  presupposition  is  that  Nestorius  dates  from  the  late 
fifth-  or  early  sixth-century  and  is  an  East  Syrian  adaptation  of 
anaphoras  similar  to  those  of  St.  John  Chrysostom/Twelve  Apostles, 

Byzantine  Basil,  and  Greek  James. 

4.  Finally,  my  last  presupposition  is  that  Theodore  has  been 
compiled  from  Addai  and  Mari,  Nestorius,  and  in  a  few  instances, 
from  the  Catechetical  Lectures  of  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia,  the  com¬ 
piler  gave  expression  in  the  anaphora  to  the  Christology  and 
soteriology  of  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia. 
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In  its  strict  etymological  sense,  "epiclesis"  can  refer  to  any  invoca¬ 
tion  addressed  to  God.  The  earliest  form  of  what  may  be  termed  a 
liturgical  epiclesis  seems  to  be  the  transliteration  of  the  Aramaic 
Maranatha,  found  in  1  Corinthians  16:22,  and  its  Greek  translation  in 
Revelation  22:20,  ep^ou,  Kbpte  Trioou.  Maranatha  is  also  found  in 
Didache  10:6.  The  verb  is  " come ,"  in  the  imperative,  addressed  to  the 
Risen  Lord.1  In  both  1  Corinthians  16:22  and  Revelation  22:20  the 
formula  may  be  a  deliberate  echo  of  eucharistic  worship,  the  Risen 
Lord  being  asked  to  come  and  manifest  his  presence.2  In  the  Didache 
it  follows  a  prayer  over  the  bread,  though  it  is  far  from  clear  as  to  the 
precise  nature  of  the  rite  which  is  being  described. 

There  is  evidence  which  suggests  that  the  early  consecratory 
epiclesis,  even  if  not  derived  directly  from  this  primitive  formula, 
nevertheless  has  close  affinities  with  it  in  the  use  of  the  verb  "come/' 
The  apocryphal  Acts  of  Thomas  contains  a  eucharistic  epiclesis 
addressed  to  Christ,  to  "come  and  communicate  with  us." 

There  follows  a  long  list  of  epithets  of  Christ,  each  prefaced  with 
"come."  Of  significance  too  is  the  variant  reading  in  the  Lucan 
version  of  the  Lord's  Prayer,  Luke  11:2:  your  Holy  Spirit  come 
(e^B&TCo)  upon  us  and  cleanse  us."  Here,  of  course,  the  petition  is  in 
the  mouth  of  Christ  to  the  Father,  and  its  authenticity  is  extremely 
doubtful.  It  might  be  possible,  however,  to  see  in  this  the  epiclesis 
finding  its  way  into  the  Lord's  Prayer,  since  it  is  followed  by  the 
petition  "give  us  this  day  our  daily  bread."  Certainly  the  Acts  of 
Thomas  establish  "come"  as  a  verb  used  in  early  Syrian  sources. 
Among  Syro-Byzantine  anaphoras,  St.  Basil  uses  the  verb  "come," 
but  otherwise  the  usual  verb  is  "send."  Addai  and  Mari  uses  the  verb 
"come,"  as  does  Maronite  Sharar.  The  other  two  East  Syrian  anaphoras 
also  preserve  the  term  "come,"  even  though  some  of  their  apparent 
sources  used  the  verb  "send."  There  is  every  reason,  then,  to  regard 
the  East  Syrian  epiclesis  as  preserving  a  link  with  the  earliest  forms 
of  the  eucharistic  epiclesis. 


Addai  and  Mari  and  Sharar 

The  texts  of  the  epiclesis  of  Addai  and  Mari  and  Sharar  are  as 


follows:3 
Addai  and  Mari 

May  he  come,  O  Lord,  your  Holy 
Spirit  and  rest  upon  this  oblation 
of  your  servants,  and  bless  and 


Sharar 

And  may  he  come,  O  Lord  your 
living  and  Holy  Spirit,  and 
dwell  and  rest  upon  this  obla- 
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hallow  it,  that  it  may  be  to  us,  O 
Lord,  for  the  pardon  of  debts  and 
the  forgiveness  of  sins,  and  a  great 
hope  of  resurrection  from  the 
dead  and  a  new  life  in  the  king¬ 
dom  of  heaven  with  all  who  have 
been  pleasing  before  you. 


tion  of  your  servants.  And 
may  it  be  to  those  who  partake 
for  the  pardon  of  debts  and  the 
forgiveness  of  sins  and  for  a 
blessed  resurrection  from  the 
dead  and  a  new  life  in  the 
kingdom  of  heaven  for  ever. 


In  his  recent  study  of  Addai  and  Mari,  Anthony  Gelston  has 
argued  that  the  anaphora  was  addressed  to  the  Father,  and  he  is  not 
persuaded  that  Sharar's  address  to  the  Son  is  the  earlier.4 1  am  still 
inclined  to  side  with  Macomber  on  this  point,  and  regard  the  address 
to  the  Son  as  being  the  earlier  form.5  The  epiclesis  would  therefore 
have  been  addressed  to  Christ  (see  Galatians  4:6, 1  Corinthians  1 5:45, 
which  have  suggested  Hiving''  as  a  qualification  of  the  Holy  Spirit, 
and  Hebrews  9:14). 

Some  manuscripts  of  Addai  and  Mari  have  "living"  and  "dwell," 
so  it  is  not  immediately  apparent  as  to  whether  these  are  a  later 
expansion  or  not.  "Rest"  and  "dwell,"  in  that  order,  are  found  in 
Nestorius;  in  Sharar  they  are  reversed,  and  reflect  the  Peshitta  version 
of  Isaiah  1 1 :2.  If  the  majority  of  the  manuscripts  of  Addai  and  Mari  are 
followed,  "rest"  would  seem  to  be  the  earlier  term  used,  and  "dwell" 
is  a  later  expansion. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  words  "bless  and  hallow"  are  not  in  the 
Maronite  prayer.  Here  Bernard  Botte  has  made  out  a  good  case  for 
seeing  these  two  verbs  as  being  interpolated  from  the  epiclesis  of 
Nestorius.6  As  far  as  other  differences  between  Addai  and  Mari  and 
Sharar  are  concerned,  Gelston  is  surely  correct  in  suggesting  that 
Sharar's  "and  may  it  be"  rather  than  "that  it  may  be"  is  due  to  a  textual 
corruption  with  waw  being  confused  for  dated?  Gelston  prefers  Addai 
and  Mari's  "to  us"  rather  than  Sharar's  "those  who  partake,"  and 
rejects  both  "great  hope"  and  "blessed"  which  qualify  "resurrec¬ 
tion,"  and  he  also  discounts  the  readings  of  both  anaphoras  after 
"kingdom  of  heaven."  This  would  give  an  earlier  form  of  epiclesis  as 
follows: 

And  may  he  come,  O  Lord,  your  Holy  Spirit,  and  rest  upon  this 
oblation  of  your  servants,  that  it  may  be  to  us  for  the  pardon  of 
debts  and  the  forgiveness  of  sins,  and  for  the  resurrection  from 
the  dead,  and  for  new  life  in  the  kingdom  of  heaven. 

However,  Theodore's  epiclesis  does  actually  give  some  support 
for  both  Addai  and  Mari's  and  Sharar's  additions  after  "kingdom  of 
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heaven/'  Theodore  has  "the  new  life  in  the  kingdom  of  heaven  and 
glory  for  ever,"  and  later  mentions  "those  who  have  been  well 
pleasing  to  your  will."  Could  it  be  that  both  were  accepted  forms  at 
some  stage  in  its  early  history? 

In  this  epiclesis  the  request  is  for  the  Holy  Spirit  to  rest  upon  the 
oblation,  but  subsequent  requests  are  for  the  eschatological  fruits  of 
communion.  This  epiclesis  may  be  compared  with  that  of  the  anaphora 
of  the  Apostolic  Tradition  attributed  to  Hippolytus,  and  dated  c.  215 
a.d.,  though  that  epiclesis  uses  the  term  "send."  Here  Addai  and  Mari 
seems  to  have  preserved  a  very  early  form  of  the  eucharistic  epiclesis, 
and  the  main  function  of  the  Spirit  is  to  give  the  communicants  the 
eschatological  gifts. 

Nestorius 

The  epiclesis  in  Nestorius  is  as  follows: 

And  may  there  come,  O  Lord,  the  grace  of  your  Holy  Spirit  and 
rest  and  dwell  upon  this  oblation  which  we  offer  before  you. 

And  may  he  bless  and  hallow  and  make  this  bread  and  this  cup 
the  body  and  blood  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  and  change  and 
hallow  them  by  the  working  of  your  Holy  Spirit  so  that  the  taking 
of  these  glorious  and  holy  mysteries  may  be  to  all  who  receive 
them  for  eternal  life  and  resurrection  from  the  dead  and  pardon 
of  the  body  and  soul  and  into  the  light  of  knowledge  and 
uncovered  face  towards  you  and  to  eternal  salvation  which  you 
have  promised  through  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  that  he  may  hold 
together  in  one  accord  the  bond  of  love  and  peace  and  that  we 
may  be  one  body  and  one  spirit  as  we  are  called  in  one  hope  of 
calling.8 

In  a  study  published  in  1908  Baumstark  drew  attention  to  the 
apparent  dependence  of  the  Anaphora  of  Nestorius  upon  that  of  the 
Greek  Anaphora  of  St.  John  Chrysostom,9  and  this  has  been  sup¬ 
ported  and  extended  in  subsequent  studies  by  Bayard  Jones  and 
Bernard  Botte.10  It  would  certainly  seem  that  the  compiler  knew  of 
Greek  anaphoras  similar  to  Byzantine  Basil  and  St.  James;  and  he 
either  knew  St.  John  Chrysostom's  anaphora,  or  some  form  from 
which  this  and  the  Anaphora  of  the  Twelve  Apostles  have  evolved. 
If  the  epiclesis  of  Nestorius  is  compared  with  that  of  Addai  and  Mari 
and  the  Syro-Byzantine  anaphoras,  it  will  be  seen  that  the  epiclesis  of 
Nestorius  is  a  compilation  from  these  sources. 


EPICLESIS  IN  EAST  SYRIAN  ANAPHORAS  93 


1.  Nestorius  has  retained  the  initial  petition  of  Addai  and  Mari, 
though  requesting  "the  grace"  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  and  the  anaphora 
is  unquestionably  addressed  to  the  Father.  It  has  also  qualified 
"oblation"  with  "which  we  offer  before  you." 

2.  "Bless  and  hallow  and  make"  would  seem  to  have  been  derived 
from  Byzantine  Basil  ("bless  and  hallow")  and  St.  James  or  Chrysostom 
("make").  "Change,"  metabalon,  is  also  found  in  Chrysostom. 

3.  The  eschatological  fruits  of  communion  have  been  expanded 
from  Addai  and  Mari,  and  the  compiler  has  drawn  on  Scripture — 2 
Corinthians  3:18,  2  Corinthians  4:6,  Acts  15:25,  Philippians  2:2,  and 
Ephesians  4:4-6.  However,  these  have  been  suggested  by  his  prob¬ 
able  sources.  Twelve  Apostles  has  "health  of  soul  and  body"  and 
"enlightenment  of  mind"  and  makes  reference  to  the  "life-giving 
mysteries."  Unity  is  the  theme  of  Byzantine  Basil,  and  St.  James  has 
"eternal  life"  and  "sanctification  of  souls  and  bodies." 

Theodore 

The  epiclesis  of  Theodore  has  the  following: 

And  may  there  come  the  grace  of  the  Holy  Spirit  upon  us  and 
upon  this  oblation  and  rest  and  reside  ( thagen )  upon  this  bread 
and  upon  this  cup.  And  may  he  bless  and  hallow  and  seal  them 
in  the  Name  of  the  Father  and  of  the  Son  and  of  the  Holy  Spirit. 

And  by  the  Power  of  your  Name  may  this  bread  become  the  holy 
body  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  and  this  cup  the  precious  blood  of 
our  Lord  Jesus  Christ.  And  whosoever  in  true  faith  eats  from  this 
bread  and  drinks  from  the  cup,  may  they  be  for  them,  O  Lord,  for 
the  pardon  of  debts,  the  remission  of  sins,  a  great  hope  of  the 
resurrection  from  the  dead,  and  salvation  of  body  and  soul,  the 
new  life  in  the  kingdom  of  heaven  and  glory  for  ever.  And  make 
us  worthy  by  the  grace  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  that  with  all  those 
who  have  been  well  pleasing  to  your  will  and  have  been  led 
according  to  your  commandments  we  may  rejoice  in  the  king¬ 
dom  of  heaven,  in  the  good  things  that  will  be  prepared  and  will 
not  pass  away.11 

As  with  Nestorius,  we  find  here  that  the  earlier  East  Syrian 
terminology  found  in  Addai  and  Mari  has  been  retained,  though  as 
in  Nestorius,  it  is  "the  grace"  of  the  Holy  Spirit  which  is  requested 
from  the  Father.  The  immediate  inference  is  that  the  compiler  of 
Theodore  has  taken  it  from  Nestorius.  However,  both  may  have  been 
inspired  by  the  Catechetical  Lectures  of  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia, 
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whose  work  was  extremely  important  for  East  Syrian  theologians. 
Theodore,  referring  to  the  invocation  over  the  baptismal  waters, 
mentions  that  it  is  the  grace  of  the  Holy  Spirit  which  is  requested  to 
come  upon  the  water.12  As  regards  the  eucharist,  Theodore  wrote: 

It  is  with  great  justice,  therefore,  that  the  priest  offers  . . .  prayer 
and  supplication  to  God  that  the  Holy  Spirit  may  descend,  and 
that  grace  may  come  therefrom  upon  the  bread  and  wine  that  are 
laid  . . .  the  priest  prays  that  the  grace  of  the  Holy  Spirit  may  come 
also  on  all  those  present . .  .13 

There  are,  in  fact,  two  things  in  the  opening  sentence  of  the 
epiclesis  in  this  East  Syrian  anaphora  which  seem  to  reflect  the 
lectures  of  Theodore: 

1 .  The  use  of  "the  grace"  of  the  Holy  Spirit. 

2.  Unlike  Addai  and  Mari  and  Nestorius,  but  like  Theodore's 
lecture  (but  also  Byzantine  Basil,  St.  James,  and  St.  John  Chrysostom), 
the  epiclesis  prays  for  the  grace  of  the  Holy  Spirit  to  come  upon  the 
communicants  as  well  as  the  oblation. 

Theodore  has  retained  the  verb  nesre/tesre  ("rest")  used  in  Addai 
and  Mari  and  Nestorius,  but  has  also  used  the  verb  gn  which  means 
hovering,  or  overshadowing,  or  residing.  The  verb  is  used  in  Syriac 
James  (Greek  James  has  epiphoitesan) ,  but  in  the  Peshitta  is  used  for  the 
activity  of  the  Spirit  at  Luke  1:35.  As  we  have  seen,  the  terms  "bless 
and  hallow"  are  found  in  Nestorius  and  are  found  in  several  Syro- 
Byzantine  anaphoras.  "Seal"  is  peculiar  to  Theodore,  though  it  also 
occurs  in  the  East  Syrian  baptismal  Ordo.  The  invocation  of  the 
"Power  of  your  Name"  recalls  Acts  of  Thomas  27,  "Come,  Power  of 
grace,"  though  there  the  name  is  that  of  Christ  rather  than  the  blessed 
Trinity.  The  "holy"  body  and  "precious"  blood  are  found  in  St.  James. 

The  eschatological  fruits  of  communion  are  the  compiler's  own 
rearrangement  of  those  found  in  Addai  and  Mari.  He  has  added  the 
"salvation  of  body  and  soul,"  perhaps  a  variant  on  Nestorius'  "par¬ 
don  of  body  and  soul."  The  plea  for  worthiness  (a  separate  plea  in 
Nestorius)  finds  a  parallel  in  Twelve  Apostles,  and  Chrysostom 
prays  for  the  "fullness  of  the  kingdom."  The  compiler  has,  however, 
retained  the  eschatological  fruits  of  Addai  and  Mari,  reproducing 
them  all. 


*  *  *  *  *  * 


In  his  study  of  the  versions  of  St.  Basil  and  the  relationship  of  Basil 
to  St.  James,  John  Fenwick  has  set  out  two  methods  of  fourth-century 
anaphoral  construction  techniques:14 
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1.  The  versions  of  St.  Basil  show  how  one  method  was  by 
expansion  and  rewriting  within  the  anaphora. 

2.  St.  James  seems  to  have  been  the  result  of  conflation  of  the  type 
of  anaphora  known  to  Cyril  (or  John)  of  Jerusalem  with  that  of  St. 
Basil. 

It  would  be  hazardous  to  make  final  conclusions  about  the  East 
Syrian  anaphoras  of  Nestorius  and  Theodore  simply  on  the  basis  of 
the  epiclesis.  What  the  epiclesis  in  this  tradition  would  seem  to 
witness  to  is  a  combination  of  methods  (1)  and  (2).  Addai  and  Mari 
and  the  early  East  Syrian  traditions  are  not  abandoned,  but  are 
supplemented  by  conflating  material  from  Basil,  Chrysostom/Twelve 
Apostles,  and  St.  James.  At  the  same  time  the  material  has  been 
adapted  and  modified  to  form  something  which  is  new  and  distinct. 
The  epicleses  of  these  East  Syrian  anaphoras  point  then  to  yet  a 
further  technique  of  anaphoral  construction. 
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7 

Priesthood  and  Offering 
in  the  Kussape,  of  the 
East  Syrian  Anaphoras 


It  is  the  purpose  of  this  chapter  to  examine  some  of  the  kussape  prayers 

which  are  found  in  the  East  Syrian  anaphoras.  The  root  meaning  of 
kssp  is  "to  speak  softly  or  whisper,"  and  in  the  Ethpaal,  "to  pray  in  a 
low  voice,  or  supplicate  earnestly."  The  kussape  prayers  may  be 
generally  defined  as  private  supplicatory  prayers,  said  by  the  priest 
kneeling,  and  they  invariably  reflect  a  sense  of  unworthiness  felt  by 
the  priest  as  he  approaches  his  duties  at  the  eucharist.  Not  unnatu¬ 
rally,  the  subject  matter  of  these  prayers  is  priesthood  and  offering. 

It  is  perhaps  hardly  surprising  that  the  kussape  have  received  little 
attention  from  scholars.  The  reason  for  this  neglect  is  the  general 
consensus  among  liturgists  that  these  prayers  represent  a  much  later 
intrusion  into  the  anaphoras,  corresponding  to  Dix's  classification  of 
the  "Third  Stratum"  in  the  completion  of  the  shape  of  the  liturgy.1  The 
tendency  of  modem  liturgical  scholarship  is  to  regard  such  tertiary 
developments  as  unhealthy,  which  may  be  true;  but  this,  coupled 
with  the  quest  for  the  primitive,  means  that  such  phenomena  tend  to 
be  disqualified  from  serious  consideration. 

The  occurrence  of  private  devotions  of  the  priest  are  of  course  not 
unique  to  East  Syria.  The  missals  of  the  western  rite  bear  witness  to 
the  gradual  growth  and  proliferation  of  private  devotions  and 
apologiae  for  the  priest  during  the  Mass,  which  Bouyer  parallels  with 
the  East  Syrian  kussape.2  According  to  Jungmann,  the  earliest  of  such 
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devotions  are  to  be  found  in  the  Masses  of  Mone  of  the  seventh 
century,3  and  certainly  a  few  are  present  in  the  Stowe  Missal  of  the 
eighth  or  ninth  centuries.4  In  the  Egyptian  and  W est  Syrian  eucharis- 
tic  rites  we  see  the  development  of  the  accessus  ad  altare  rites,  which 
convey  the  ideas  of  preparation  for  the  sacrifice,  and  the  confession 
of  unworthiness  by  the  priest.  We  also  find  a  similar  development  in 
the  Prothesis  prayer.  These  various  prayers  share  with  the  kussape 
Otto's  concept  of  the  mysteriumtremendum,5  and  spring  from  a  similar 
spirituality  or  psychology,  and  may  be  considered  as  belonging  to  the 
same  liturgical  genre.  Our  concern  here  will  be  those  kussape  which 
occur  within  the  anaphora,  that  is,  after  the  opening  dialogue  and 
before  the  final  doxology. 


THE  TEXTS 

As  yet  we  have  no  critical  edition  of  the  East  Syrian  eucharistic 
liturgy.  The  study  here  is  based  upon  the  texts  in  the  Urmiah  edition 
of  1890,6  the  translation  found  in  Brightman,7  and  the  Latin  version 
found  in  Renaudot.8  In  addition,  Douglas  Webb  has  kindly  drawn 
my  attention  to  the  variant  texts  which  are  found  in  the  Chaldean 
Patriarchate  Library  Manuscripts  33.22/333  and  209,  and  also  kindly 
provided  me  with  the  Syriac  texts  of  these  variants. 

The  kussape  which  occur  in  Addai  and  Mari  and  in  Theodore  are 
identical,  and  follow  exactly  the  same  order,  from  which  it  might  be 
inferred  that  one  anaphora  depends  upon  the  other  for  its  kussape. 
Those  which  concern  us  precede  each  of  the  three  kussape  of  the 
anaphoras,  and  we  shall  term  them  1-3,  and  that  provided  for  the 
departed,  4. 

The  third  kussapd  is  provided  with  a  short  alternative  in  some 
manuscripts,  which  we  shall  designate  3a.  In  Chaldean  Patriarchate 
Library  Manuscripts  33.22/333  various  parts  of  3  and  3a,  together 
with  4,  have  been  run  together  to  form  a  hybrid  prayer.  In  Chaldean 
Patriarchate  209,  however,  we  find  a  different  kussapa  which  is 
addressed  to  Christ,  and  which  we  shall  designate  3b,  which  is 
followed  by  one  from  Nestorius  (Nl)  and  a  variation  on  part  of  4. 

In  Nestorius,  although  the  same  kussape  as  in  Addai  and  Mari  and 
Theodore  occur— and  almost  invariably  written  first— much  longer 
alternatives  are  provided.  There  are  four ghanata  in  Nestorius,  and  we 
shall  designate  the  kussape  of  this  anaphora  Nl  -  N4.  Whether  or  not 
we  have  here  a  witness  to  the  existence  of  at  least  two  different  sets 
of  kussape  originating  in  different  communities  can  only  be  matter  for 
speculation.  On  the  whole,  the  alternatives  in  Nestorius  tend  to  be 
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lengthier  and  far  more  concerned  with  the  celebrant  himself  than 
those  common  to  Addai  and  Mari  and  Theodore. 

ORIGIN  AND  DATE 

In  an  article  concerned  with  the  Malabar  rite,  published  in  1914, 
Dom  R.  H.  Connolly  urged  that  all  prayers  bearing  the  title  kussapd  in 
the  Urmiah  text  were  not  part  of  the  traditional  liturgy  of  Addai  and 
Mari.9  He  observed  that  there  is  no  mention  of  these  whispered 
prayers  in  the  eucharistic  commentaries  of  Narsai  in  the  fifth  century. 
Bar  Lipneh  in  the  seventh  century,  or  even  Pseudo-George  of  Arbel 
in  the  tenth  century,  and  it  would  seem  that  this  silence  was  sufficient 
confirmation  for  Connolly  of  their  intruding  character.  However,  it 
was  left  to  Edward  Ratcliff  to  popularize  this  judgment  upon  the 
kussape  in  his  famous  reconstruction  of  Addai  and  Mari  in  1929,  and 
this  view  was  subsequently  endorsed  by  such  distinguished  names 
as  Dix  and  Botte.10 

What  appeared  to  be  based  upon  the  silence  of  the  early  East  Syrian 
commentators,  and  that  intuitive  feeling  which  characterizes  so 
much  liturgical  study,  was  fortunately  put  on  a  more  solid  basis  by 
W.F.  Macomber7  s  publication  of  the  Mar  Esa'ya  text  of  Addai  and 
Mari  in  1966.  Macomber  observed  that  the  kussape  prayers  were 
found  in  the  twelfth-century  Diabekir  hudrd,  but  were  absent  from 
Mardin  22  and  the  Mar  Esa'ya  manuscript  which  he  dates  in  the  tenth 
or  eleventh  century.  Reviewing  the  evidence,  Macomber  concluded: 

From  this  I  think  it  legitimate  to  conclude  that  the  kussape  were 
not  generally  introduced  into  the  Chaledean  Liturgy  before  the 
end  of  the  thirteenth  century,  even  though  they  were  in  use 
somewhat  earlier  in  some  places.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  quite 
conceivable  that  even  at  the  time  of  the  Mar  Esa'ya  hudra,  priests 
may  have  said  some  form  of  private  prayer  analogous  to  our 
present  kussape  according  to  their  own  devotion  and  without  any 
set  formula.  One  may  speculate  that  perhaps  the  celebrant 
would  not  begin  th e  ghanta  until  the  deacon  had  stopped  chant¬ 
ing.  With  the  introduction  of  more  elaborate  chants,  this  pause 
would  tend  to  lengthen,  and  it  is  easy  to  imagine  that  the 
celebrant  would  want  to  fill  it  with  appropriate  devotional 
prayer.  One  indication  of  the  time  when  such  prayers  were  fixed 
in  written  formulae  is  the  attribution  of  the  final  kussapd  of  the 
Anaphora  of  Nestorius  and  its  alternate  in  Chald.  Patr.  209 
(priests'  ritual  of  the  16th  cent.)  to  the  Patriarch  Elias  III  Abu 
Halim  (1176-1190),  a  noted  composer  of  liturgical  prayers.11 
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Here  Macomber  suggested  that  the  kussape  may  have  developed 
from  the  introduction  of  more  elaborate  chants,  and  the  pause 
encouraged  the  celebrant  to  fill  the  gap  with  appropriate  devotional 
prayers.  Another  possibility  is  that  these  prayers  originated  with  the 
method  of  choosing  the  celebrant  in  the  East  Syrian  rite.  Robert  Taft, 
commenting  on  the  dialogue  after  the  Entrance  of  the  Gifts,  where  the 
celebrant  asks  for  prayers  from  his  fellow  ministers,  points  out  that 
the  Nestorian  tradition  had  a  primitive  form  of  concelebration  in 
which  only  one  priest  read  the  eucharistic  prayer.  The  East  Syrian 
custom  was  for  the  archdeacon  to  select  just  before  the  anaphora  one 
of  the  presbyters  by  turn,  for  this  service. 

Taft  observes: 

If  there  were  a  large  number  of  presbyters,  one's  turn  would 
occur  rarely,  and  it  is  understandable  that  the  chosen  presbyter, 
covered  with  confusion  by  the  great  honor  conferred  on  him, 
would  be  most  effusive  in  his  reverence,  expression  of  unworthi¬ 
ness,  and  request  for  the  prayers  of  his  concelebrants  as  he 
approached  the  altar.12 

Taft's  observation  is  made  in  the  context  of  the  evolved  rite  of 
departure  from  the  bema  and  accessus  ad  altare ;  but  perhaps  it  was 
precisely  this  East  Syrian  practice  which  gave  rise  to  the  anaphoral 
kussape.  Not  having  had  time  to  prepare  himself  before  the  liturgy,  the 
chosen  celebrant  found  it  necessary  to  say  private  prayers  during  the 
immediate  pre-anaphora  and  anaphora.  Such  an  idea  is  suggested  by 
phrases  in  N4:  "Glory  to  Thee  my  Lord,  who  has  raised  me  up  at  this 
time  to  make  supplication  for  Thy  people  before  Thee  .  . .  for  Thou 
hast  this  day  moved  me  by  Thy  grace  to  fall  down  before  Thee  at  this 
time." 

At  what  date  the  kussape  first  appeared  in  the  East  Syrian  rite  it  is 
impossible  to  say.  Macomber,  it  should  be  noted,  does  not  suggest  a 
date  of  origin,  but  simply  suggests  that  their  final  incorporation  into 
the  manuscripts  as  fixed  forms  did  not  occur  before  the  thirteenth 
century.  Certainly  the  prayers  which  have  come  down  to  us  show  all 
the  signs  of  being  highly  evolved  devotional  prayers,  incorporating 
substantial  biblical  quotation.  Nevertheless,  it  is  perhaps  question¬ 
able  as  to  how  much  weight  should  be  placed  on  the  omission  of  the 
kussape  from  the  Mar  Esaya  text.  Douglas  Webb,  whose  knowledge  of 
the  East  Syrian  manuscripts  is  matched  only  by  William  Macomber, 
knows  of  no  priests'  Ritual  in  which  they  do  not  occur,  and  points  out 
that  it  is  only  in  some  hudra  manuscripts  that  they  are  omitted,  and  a 
tendency  of  the  hudra  is  to  abbreviate.  Webb  has  also  kindly  drawn 
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my  attention  to  the  fact  that  later  commentators— John  bar  Zo'bi, 
Abdisho  of  Nisibis,  and  Timothy  II — also  tend  to  pass  over  the  kussape 
yet  all  the  evidence  suggests  that  they  were  in  existence  when  those 
writers  were  at  work.13  The  silence  of  Narsai,  Bar  Lipneh,  and 
Pseudo-George  of  Arbel — to  which  we  may  now  add  Gabriel 
Qatraya — is  perhaps  not  quite  so  decisive  as  Connolly  and  others 
have  concluded.  The  written  kussape  were  quite  possibly  develop¬ 
ments  from  earlier  private  extemporary  prayers,  and  commentators 
would  be  unlikely  to  comment  upon  them. 

Whatever  may  be  the  date  of  the  composition  of  the  prayers  which 
have  come  down  to  us  in  the  manuscripts,  the  spirituality  which  they 
represent  can  be  traced  to  the  fourth  and  fifth  centuries.  In  a  cel¬ 
ebrated  Note,  Edmund  Bishop  discussed  the  growth  of  fear  and  awe 
attached  to  the  eucharist,  finding  the  earliest  reference  in  the 
Mystagogical  Catecheses  attributed  to  Cyril  of  Jerusalem,  and  which 
he  dated  339  a. d.14  Various  factors  have  been  adduced  for  this  growth: 
the  reaction  to  Arianism;  the  developed  understanding  of  the  Real 
Presence;  the  identification  of  church  buildings  with  pagan  temples 
and  also  with  the  Jerusalem  temple;  the  acceptance  of  the  Old 
Testament  understanding  of  the  holy;  and  the  need  to  discipline  and 
impress  the  great  influx  of  semi-pagan  converts.15  Significantly,  the 
language  of  fear  and  awe,  both  in  respect  to  the  eucharist  and  the 
celebrant,  is  to  be  found  in  three  theologians  important  to  the  East 
Syrian  tradition — St.  John  Chrysostom,  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia, 
and,  dependent  upon  both  of  these,  Narsai. 

In  De  Sacerdotio  (while  of  course  Chrysostom  is  speaking  mainly  of 
the  bishop,  the  presbyterate  were  included  in  the  Sacerdotium16), 
Chrysostom  stresses  that  since  the  soul  of  the  priest  should  be  as  a 
light  which  shines  in  the  whole  world  (6.4.524),  it  is  a  lofty  office. 

Though  the  office  of  the  priesthood  is  exercised  on  earth,  it  ranks, 
nevertheless,  in  the  order  of  celestial  things- -and  rightly  so.  It 
was  neither  man  nor  an  angel  nor  an  archangel  nor  any  created 
power,  but  the  Paraclete  himself  who  established  this  ministry, 
and  who  ordained  that  men  abiding  in  the  flesh  should  imitate 
the  ministry  of  the  angels.  For  that  reason  it  behooves  the  bearer 
of  the  priesthood  to  be  as  pure  as  if  he  stood  in  the  very  heavens 
amidst  those  powers.  (3.4.1 75)17 

The  qualities  needed  by  the  priest  are  considerable:  dignified,  but 
not  haughty;  awe-inspiring,  but  kind;  affable  in  his  authority;  impar¬ 
tial,  but  courteous;  humble,  but  not  servile;  strong,  but  gentle  (3.16.291- 
292). 
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Furthermore,  the  sins  of  priests  will  be  more  severely  punished 
than  those  of  the  laity  (6.1 1.574-575).  With  specific  reference  to  the 
eucharist,  Chrysostom  could  write: 

When  the  priest  has  invoked  the  Holy  Spirit  and  performed  that 
most  awful  sacrifice,  and  constantly  handled  the  Lord  of  all, 
where,  pray  tell  me,  where  shall  we  rank  him?  What  the  purity 
and  what  the  piety  that  we  shall  exact  of  him?  Only  think,  what 
manner  of  hands  should  they  be  which  perform  such  a  ministry 
. . .  There  ought  to  be  nothing  purer,  nothing  holier,  than  the  soul 
which  receives  so  great  a  spirit.  (6.4.519) 

Theodore  of  Mopsuestia,  whose  writings  were  more  influential  for 
the  Nestorians  than  those  of  Chrysostom,  gives  a  similar  view  in  his 
Catechetical  Homilies.  The  minister  of  baptism  and  the  eucharist  is 
one  who  has  been  found  worthy  of  the  honor  of  priesthood.18  The 
eucharist  is  awe-inspiring  because  the  sacred  and  awe-inspiring 
body  is  lying  there.19  The  priest  is  to  be  in  awe  and  fear  more  than  all, 
as  he  is  performing  for  all  this  service  which  is  so  awe-inspiring.20  He 
is  required  to  be  healthy  in  his  office,  and  seen  to  be  worthy  of  the 
honor  he  possesses.  The  lavabo  is  a  reminder  that  all  must  draw  near 
with  a  clean  conscience.21  Furthermore,  Theodore  seems  to  attest  to 
the  beginnings  of  a  rite  of  accessus  ad  altare. 

After  this  he  offers  also  thanksgivings  for  himself  for  having 
been  appointed  servant  of  such  an  awe-inspiring  Sacrament. 

With  this  he  prays  also  for  the  grace  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  so  that  he 
may  be  now  made  by  him  worthy  of  the  greatness  of  this  service, 
as  he  had  been  rendered  by  him  worthy  of  priesthood;  and  so 
that  he  may  perform  this  service  free,  by  the  grace  of  God,  from 
all  evil  conscience,  and  not  fearing  any  punishment,  as  he,  being 
infinitely  below  the  dignity  of  such  a  service,  is  drawing  nigh 
unto  things  that  are  much  higher  than  himself.22 

It  is  hardly  surprising  that  Narsai,  who  was  well  acquainted  with 
the  writings  of  Chrysostom  and  Theodore,  should  reproduce  a  very 
similar  spirituality  in  the  liturgical  homilies.  In  Homily  17  he  writes: 

The  priest  now  offers  the  mystery  of  the  redemption  of  our  life, 
full  of  awe  and  covered  with  fear  and  great  dread.  The  priest  is 
in  awe  and  great  fear  and  much  trembling  for  his  own  debts  and 
the  debts  of  all  the  children  of  the  Church.23 

Like  Chrysostom,  Narsai  can  emphasize  the  lofty  office  of  the  priest¬ 
hood: 
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Let  us  marvel  every  moment  at  the  exceeding  greatness  of  thine 
order,  which  hasbo wed  down  the  height  and  the  depth  under  its 
authority.  The  priests  of  the  Church  have  grasped  authority  in 
the  height  and  the  depth;  and  they  give  commands  to  heavenly 
and  earthly  beings.  They  stand  as  mediators  between  God  and 
man,  and  with  their  words  they  drive  out  iniquity  from  man¬ 
kind.24 

Indeed,  the  priest  is  a  mediator  between  God  and  the  people,  and 
offers  spiritual  sacrifices  to  the  Lord  of  all.25  And  Narsai  gives  a  sharp 
warning  against  unworthiness  of  the  priest;  it  behooves  the  priests 
more  than  all  others  to  observe  purity,  because  priests  possess  an 
order  which  is  more  excellent  than  all  others.26  Of  the  unworthy 
priest,  Narsai  says: 

And  because  he  has  not  honoured  the  excellence  of  his  order  as 
it  beseems  him,  he  will  there  be  despised  and  set  at  naught  before 
all  creatures.  Hear,  O  thou  priest,  thou  hast  not  works  agreeable 
to  thine  order;  stand  in  awe  and  be  affrighted  at  the  torment  of 
Gehenna.  More  grievous  than  all  punishment  will  be  thy  punish¬ 
ment,  O  wicked  priest,  because  thou  hast  not  fittingly  adminis¬ 
tered  the  order  allotted  to  thee.27 

Interestingly,  in  Homily  17  Narsai  seems  to  hint  at  the  East  Syrian 
practice  of  selecting  the  celebrant  just  before  the  anaphora: 

The  priest  who  is  selected  to  be  celebrating  this  sacrifice,  bearing 
in  himself  the  image  of  the  Lord  in  that  hour  . . .  Hear,  O  priest, 
whither  you  have  been  advanced  by  reason  of  your  order .  Stand 
in  awe  as  it  is  fitting  ...  be  without  blemish  and  without  blame 
as  it  is  commanded  you.28 

Here,  then,  at  Antioch,  Edessa,  and  Nisibis  in  the  fourth  and  fifth 
centuries,  we  find  the  raw  material  which  could  give  rise  to  private 
extemporary  prayers,  and  fore-runners  of  the  written  kussape  which 
have  come  down  to  us  in  the  manuscripts. 

THE  Kussape  OF  ADDAI  AND  MARI  AND  THEODORE 

1.  Picking  up  a  theme  which  occurs  in  the  final  ghanta  of  Addai 
and  Mari,  this  short  kussapa  is  a  petition  for  openness  of  face  in  order 
to  accomplish  the  living  and  holy  service  with  a  clean  conscience, 
using  phraseology  from  Romans  12:1,  2  Corinthians  3:18,  Ephesians 
3:12,  Hebrews  8:18,  and  1  Timothy  3:9.  The  phrase  "living  and  holy 
service  (tesmesa)"  does  not  itself  occur  in  Addai  and  Mari,  but  it  does 
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occur  in  both  Theodore  and  Nestorius,  and  in  the  latter  it  seems  to 
have  been  derived  from  a  version  of  the  anaphora  of  St.  John 
Chrysostom.2"' 

2.  This  kussapa  represents  an  embolism  or  paraphrase  of  the 
Sanctus.  It  repeats  the  special  form  of  the  East  Syrian  Sanctus,  but 
expands  it  to  a  trinitarian  interpretation,  comparable  with  the  post- 
Sanctus  of  Apostolic  Constitutions  and  Basil.  It  expounds  the  theme 
of  the  theophany  of  Isaiah  6,  with  its  sense  of  unworthiness,  com¬ 
bined  with  dread  and  awe  as  expressed  in  Genesis  28:17.  It  includes 
a  request  for  purging  from  uncleanness.  The  raw  material  is  already 
found  in  the  comments  of  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia  and  Narsai  on  the 
Sanctus.30 

3.  The  third  kussapa  as  found  in  Brightman  is  reminiscent  of  some 
sections  of  the  intercessions  found  in  certain  West  Syrian  anaphoras, 
and  in  the  Hanc  igitur  and  Supplices  te  of  the  Roman  Canon,  as  well  as 
the  kussapa  for  the  righteous  fathers  in  Addai  and  Mari.  The  request 
that  the  offering,  qurbana,  should  be  accepted,  qbl,  is  found  in  the 
anaphoras  of  Theodore  and  Nestorius,  but  not  Addai  and  Mari.  The 
offering  is  offered  for  a  number  of  groups  of  people,  and  again  the 
unworthiness  of  the  priest  is  stressed. 

3a.  The  shorter  alternative  found  in  some  manuscripts,  and 
printed  in  Renaudot,  speaks  of  the  sacrifice  offered  to  "your  father"; 
the  term  sacrifice,  debha,  occurs  only  in  Theodore  and  Nestorius; 
Addai  and  Mari  uses  only  qurbana.  The  sacrifice  is  an  occasion  for  a 
whole  number  of  petitions  and  requests. 

3b.  This  implores  Christ  to  have  mercy  on  the  church,  to  accom¬ 
pany  the  priest,  support  the  orphans  and  have  mercy  on  the  widows, 
and  asks  Christ  to  accept  the  offering  from  the  hands  of  the  priest. 

4.  The  kussapa  of  the  departed  may  be  used  in  addition  to  or  in 
place  of  the  third  kussapa.  While  the  text  in  Brightman  suggests  that 
this  is  one  long  kussapa ,  the  use  of  latter  parts  in  the  variants  in 
Chaldean  Patriarchate  Library  32.22/333  and  209  suggest  that  we 
have  here  two  separate  kussdpe  which  have  been  run  together  as  one. 
It  begins  with  a  declaration  of  unworthiness,  includes  petitions,  and 
refers  to  the  sacrifice  of  Abel,  Noah,  Abraham,  Elijah  on  Horeb  (!),  and 
the  widow  casting  money  into  the  treasury.  This  particular  part  is 
reminiscent  of  parts  of  the  Anaphora  of  St.  Mark,  and  one  of  the 
preparation  prayers  in  the  West  Syrian,  Maronite,  and  Armenian 
rites.  The  offering  is  made  for  the  church,  priests,  rulers,  and  a  variety 
of  categories  found  in  the  intercessions  of  Theodore  and  Nestorius. 
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Looking  at  these  together,  the  first  threeare  prayed  by  the  priest  for 
the  church,  and  in  fact  they  resemble  an  alternative  anaphora,  with  a 
sequence:  1  resembles  the  opening  of  Nestorius  with  a  petition  for  the 
acceptance  of  the  service;  2  resembles  the  post -Sanctus  of  some  West 
Syrian  anaphoras;  and  3,  the  offering  with  intercession,  resembles  an 
anamnesis  with  intercession.  Together  they  give  almost  a  private 
anaphora  recited  at  the  same  time  as  the  public  anaphora  of  the 
church. 


THE  Kussape  OF  NESTORIUS 

N1 .  This  is  similar  to  the  first  part  of  the  kussapa  for  the  departed. 
It  is  a  personal  prayer  of  the  priest  in  the  first  person  singular.  The 
mysteries  are  offered  for  tranquility  in  the  world,  peace,  and  absolu¬ 
tion. 

N2.  While  being  an  alternative  to  the  post -Sanctus  kussapa  desig¬ 
nated  2,  this  prayer  does  not  pick  up  on  the  Sanctus,  but  again  is  a  self- 
contained  prayer  in  the  first  person  singular.  The  living  and  holy 
sacrifice  ( debhta )  is  offered  for  the  priest,  and  the  people  for  absolu¬ 
tion,  healing,  help,  and  mercies.  It  goes  on  to  describe  the  spiritual 
fruits  of  Christ's  body  and  blood  mingling  with  their  souls.  God  is 
again  asked  to  accept  the  pure  service  ( tesmesa ). 

N3.  Again  in  the  first  person  singular,  this  prayer  stresses  the 
unworthiness  of  the  minister,  and  begs  for  mercy.  God  is  asked  to 
accept  the  sacrifice,  and  adoration  is  offered. 

N4.  Since  Nestorius  is  divided  into  four  ghanata,  a  fourth  set  of 
kussape  are  provided.  The  first  is  in  fact  the  first  ghanata  of  Addai  and 
Mari.  The  second  is  a  lengthy  prayer  with  a  doxological  opening, 
developing  into  lengthy  intercessions  for  all  sorts  and  conditions  of 
people,  ending  with  a  reference  to  the  cherubim  and  seraphim,  and 
angels  of  light  who  sing  "holy." 

Thus,  compared  with  the  kussape  of  Addai  and  Mari  and  Theodore, 
those  which  are  peculiar  to  Nestorius  are  more  personal — the  first 
person  singular — ,  and  they  do  not  form  a  sequence,  but  in  fact  could 
be  placed  anywhere  without  altering  their  sense. 

PRIESTHOOD  AND  OFFERING 

Central  to  the  kussape  are  ideas  of  priesthood  and  offering.  The 
priest  has  been  appointed  minister  and  mediator,  set  apart  by  God's 
compassion  and  mercy  (4).  Indeed,  the  very  existence  of  the  kussape 
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alongside  the  anaphora  emphasizes  the  mediatory  role  of  the  priest. 
He  has  been  counted  among  the  number  and  choir  of  priests;  he  has 
been  raised  up  (N4).  He  is  to  plead  with  God  for  himself  and  his 
companions  (N3);  to  intercede  and  cling  to  the  skirts  of  God  s  mercy 
(N4).  "Hear  the  voice  of  my  complaint"  (3a)  effectively  sums  up  the 

suppliant  nature  of  the  priesthood. 

The  theme  of  the  unworthiness  of  both  priest  and  people  runs 
throughout  the  kussape.  The  priest  pleads  for  openness  of  face  for  the 
congregation  and  himself  (1),  and  confesses  that  he  has  no  openness 
of  face  before  God  (N3).  It  is  interesting  that  openness  of  face  is, 
according  to  the  Anaphora  of  Addai  and  Mari,  precisely  one  of  the 
gifts  of  the  baptized — "openness  of  face  and  unclosed  mouth." 
Possibly  the  prayers  here  may  be  seen  an  anticipatory;  on  the  other 
hand,  they  could  be  seen  as  being  in  direct  conflict  with  the  earlier 
eschatology  of  Addai  and  Mari.  Another  plea  of  the  kussape  is  for 
being  counted  worthy  (3),  whereas  the  Apostolic  Tradition  and  Justin 
Martyr  give  thanks  for  being  counted  worthy  to  stand  before  God 
and  minister. 

In  the  kussape  in  Nestorius,  the  emphasis  is  on  the  priest  pleading 
for  himself.  He  confesses  his  frailty  (N2).  The  strongest  expression  of 
this  is  in  the  third  kussapd  of  Nestorius: 

...  I  dust  and  ashes,  a  debtor  to  Thee  from  the  womb,  a  stranger 
to  Thee  from  the  belly,  a  dependent  on  Thee  from  the  bowels  of 
my  mother.  Pity  me  in  Thy  mercies  and  in  Thy  compassion  draw 
me  out  of  the  sea  of  debts  and  in  Thy  kindness  take  me  out  and 
lift  me  from  the  abyss  of  my  sins  .  . . 

Of  interest  is  the  apparent  Nestorian  habit  of  a  triple  formula  for 
this  unworthiness.  In  all  three  East  Syrian  anaphoras  we  find  the 
phrase  "lowly,  weak  and  miserable  sinners/'  which  I  have  suggested 
elsewhere  is  a  Nestorian  peculiarity.31  The  words  do  not  find  a 
parallel  in  Maronite  Sharar,  and  where  similar  language  does  occur, 
it  is  in  a  passage  which  has  no  parallel  with  Addai  and  Mari,  and  it 
uses  four  adjectives.  In  the  kussape  we  find: 

frailty,  misery  and  poverty  (3) 
sinfulness,  frailty  and  poverty  (Chald.  Pat.  33.22/333) 
sinful  and  offending  and  miserable  servant  (N2) 
sinful,  frail  and  offending  servant  (N3) 

This,  I  would  suggest,  gives  further  support  to  my  contention  that 
the  triple  formula  in  Addai  and  Mari  represents  an  East  Syrian 
devotional  formula,  and  is  an  addition  to  the  text. 
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If  the  priest  is  an  unworthy  sinner,  nevertheless  he  is  the  recipient 
of  the  divine  grace  and  mercy.  He  has  been  raised  up  to  entreat, 
supplicate,  and  plead.  He  has  also  been  appointed  to  offer  the  divine 
mysteries  (4;N1).  His  task  is  to  accomplish  this  living  and  holy 
service;  God  is  asked  to  accept  the  sacrifice  (N3)  and  offering  (3)  and 
pure  service  (N2).  The  Anaphora  of  Addai  and  Mari  has  a  very 
undeveloped  concept  of  eucharistic  offering,  and  confines  itself  to  the 
verb  qrb  and  the  noun  qurbana;  for  praise  the  verb  slq  is  used.32  The 
kussape,  as  we  might  expect,  draw  freely  upon  the  more  developed 
terminology  and  concepts  found  in  Theodore  and  Nestorius — qbl, 
accept,  debhta,  sacrifice,  and  tesmesa,  service. 

In  conjunction  with  this  offering,  the  priest  entreats,  supplicates, 
and  pleads  for  himself  and  for  all  sorts  and  conditions  of  people.  The 
third  ghantd  of  Addai  and  Mari  is  echoed  by  3,  and  Botte  believed  that 
this  kussdpa  was  originally  part  of  the  anaphora.33  N1  prays  for  the 
peace  of  creation,  the  upholding  of  the  faithful  church,  and  for  the 
heroic  deeds  of  the  priests.  The  fullest  expression  is  in  N4 — for  those 
who  err,  sinners,  creation,  the  afflicted,  the  harassed,  and  the  de¬ 
parted.  It  then  passes  to  petitions  for  the  congregation — a  whole 
series  of  synonymous  phrases  concerning  forgiveness.  Last,  the 
priest  intercedes  for  himself,  using  eschatological  language. 

. . .  make  me  a  partaker  of  Thy  mysteries  and  set  me  with  those 
on  the  right  hand  in  the  world  of  Thy  bliss;  make  me  to  sit 
down  in  the  banqueting  hall  with  those  of  Thy  household;  make 
me  to  stand  boldly  before  the  throne  of  Thy  glory  with  all  Thy 
saints  . . . 

REFLECTIONS  ON  THE  ANAPHORAL  Kussape 

I  conclude  by  offering  the  following  brief  reflections  upon  the 
kussape — reflections  which  are  of  course  limited  by  the  perspectives 
of  a  twentieth-century  liturgist  of  the  Western  Protestant  tradition. 

1 .  The  interruption  of  the  anaphora  with  private  asides  to  God  by 
the  priest  seems  to  the  modem  liturgists  entirely  out  of  place. 
However  unworthy  the  celebrant  and  the  people  are,  they  are  never¬ 
theless  invited  from  the  highways  and  byways  to  share  God's  ban¬ 
quet.  In  the  anaphora  the  president  articulates  the  prayer  of  the 
people  in  a  sacrifice  of  praise  to  the  Father.  The  prayer  is  prayed  by 
the  celebrant  on  behalf  of  the  church:  we  give  thanks,  we  remember, 
we  offer,  we  beseech.  To  interrupt  the  prayer  by  private  hesitations 
and  personal  offering — with  an  emphasis  on  "I" — seems  to  overturn 
the  whole  theological  function  of  the  eucharistic  prayer,  and  it  invites 
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a  distorted  view  of  Christian  ministry.  This  is  the  very  last  place  in  the 
liturgy  which  invites  individual  prayer  by  the  celebrant. 

2.  With  regard  to  the  concept  of  eucharistic  sacrifice,  the  kussape 
may  be  seen  as  a  third  stage  of  development  in  East  Syria.  From  the 
undeveloped  terminology  of  Addai  and  Mari,  where  the  God-ward 
and  human-ward  elements  are  inseparably  intertwined,  we  find  a 
development  in  the  concepts  and  the  articulation  of  sacrifice  in  the 
later  anaphoras  of  Nestorius  and  Theodore.34  In  the  kussape  the 
terminology  is  removed  from  its  proper  context — that  is,  the  sacrifi¬ 
cial  terminology  within  the  framework  of  a  sacrifice  of  praise  in  the 
anaphora — and  is  thrown  together  to  present  an  unqualified  idea  of 
eucharistic  sacrifice,  prayed  by  the  priest  apart  from  the  ecclesia.  Like 
the  "Little  Canon"  of  the  pre-Vatican  II  Mass,  these  prayers  tend  to 
pre-empt  and  undermine  the  eucharistic  offering  as  it  is  unfolded  in 
the  anaphora.  In  this  sense  they  are  theologically  and  liturgically 
undesirable. 

3.  Modem  liturgical  revision  has  been  at  pains  to  emphasize  the 
meal  and  koinonia  aspects  of  the  eucharist,  and  rightly  so.  But  never¬ 
theless,  the  eucharist  is  more  than  a  fellowship  meal.  Here  the  mighty 
works  of  God  in  word  and  sacrament  are  rehearsed,  and  the  grace  of 
God  is  once  more  set  forth  and  proclaimed.  In  a  paper  entitled  The 
Function  of  Contemporary  Liturgy,"  Adrian  Jacobs  observed  that  in 
much  modem  liturgical  revision  there  is  an  "over-emphasis  on 
simply  instructional  comment  in  liturgical  contexts,  at  the  expense  of 
the  creation  of  the  sense  of  the  mystery  of  God,  the  numinous,  the 
other  worldly,  in  an  experience  of  worship."35  No  one  can  read  the 
kussape  of  the  East  Syrian  rite  without  being  impressed  by  their  sense 
of  holiness,  and  the  serious  nature  of  the  ordained  ministry.  The 
minister  is  more  than  a  cafeteria  attendant;  his  ministry  is  a  sacred 
ministry,  and  the  communion  is  holy  communion.  With  complete 
justification  the  second  kussapa  of  Addai  and  Mari  quotes  from 
Genesis:  "This  is  none  other  than  the  House  of  God  and  this  is  the 
Gate  of  Heaven."  And  perhaps,  therefore,  a  response  of  the  type 
made  by  Job  is  not  out  of  place: 

I  knew  of  thee  then  only  by  report, 
but  now  I  see  thee  with  my  own  eyes. 

Therefore  I  despise  myself, 

I  repent  in  dust  and  ashes.  (42:5-6) 

Karl  Barth  wrote: 

The  actual  revelation  which  we  receive  in  Jesus  Christ  by  the 
Holy  Spirit  never  ceases  to  tell  us  that  we  are  sinners,  in  the 
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strictest  and  most  serious  sense.  It  is  only  in  and  with  this 
judgment  upon  us,  not  in  ourselves  but  in  Jesus  Christ,  that  we 
are  reconciled  with  God  and  therefore  sanctified.36 

In  some  of  our  modem  eucharistic  rites  these  various  elements  are 
missing  or  muted,  and  they  should  not  be.  Perhaps  there  is  something 
in  these  strange  East  Syrian  prayers  that  we  need  to  listen  to  and  heed. 
Perhaps  there  is  something  in  the  spirituality  of  the  'Third  Stratum" 
which  does,  after  all,  have  something  to  say  to  the  composers  of 
twentieth-century  liturgies. 
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A  Note  on  the  Anaphora 
Outlined  in  Narsai's 
Homily  XXXII 


Probably  one  of  the  most  fascinating  contributions  in  recent  years  to 

the  discussion  on  the  pattern  of  the  early  eucharistic  prayer  was  the 
late  Professor  E.C.  Ratcliff's  "The  Sanctus  and  the  Pattern  of  the  Early 
Anaphora."1  In  this  article  Ratcliff  compared  the  anaphora  in  the 
Apostolic  Tradition  with  the  writings  of  Justin  Martyr  and  Irena eus, 
concluding  that  the  Latin  Verona  text  of  the  former  has  been  the 
subject  of  fourth-century  revision.  W ith  considerable  ingenuity  Ratcliff 
sought  to  substantiate  his  belief  that  the  epiclesis  of  the  Apostolic 
Tradition  is  a  later  interpolation,  and  that  originally  the  prayer 
consisted  of  a  thanksgiving  for  creation  and  a  lengthy  Christological 
thanksgiving  which,  after  the  institution  narrative  and  the  formal 
anamnesis  offering  the  bread  and  cup,  ended  in  a  final  thanksgiving 
for  the  admission  of  the  worshipers  to  share  in  the  worship  of  heaven 
(a  combination  of  Daniel  7:10  and  Isaiah  6:3),  culminating  in  the 
Sanctus  and  Amen.2  The  great  novelty  of  Ratcliffs  article  was  the 
hypothesis  that  the  early  anaphora  had  ended  with  the  Sanctus.  This 
erudite  study  ended  thus: 

Here  this  article  reaches  its  limit.  If  its  contention  be  sound,  it 
raises  a  number  of  questions,  most  of  them  depending  upon  the 
primary  question.  Why,  if  the  pattern  of  the  ancient  anaphora 
ever  conformed  with  the  reconstruction  proposed  here,  was  the 
pattern  abandoned?  The  surviving  literature,  and  not  least  the 
historic  liturgies,  either  supply  the  answers  or  offer  evidence 
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which  suggests  them.  A  consideration  of  the  questions  and 
answers,  however,  must  be  reserved  for  a  future  article.3 

It  is  greatly  to  be  regretted  that  the  promised  article  was  never 
written. 

However,  the  argument  was  taken  a  little  further  in  "A  Note  on  the 
Anaphoras  Described  in  the  Liturgical  Homilies  of  Narsai."4  Here 
Ratcliff  argued  that  the  anaphora  outlined  by  Narsai  in  Homily 
XXXII  witnessed  to  an  earlier  pattern  of  the  anaphora  which  con¬ 
cluded  with  the  Sanctus. 

It  is  with  the  legitimacy  of  Ratcliffs  interpretation  of  the  brief 
reference  to  the  anaphora  by  Narsai  in  Homily  XXXII  that  we  are 
concerned  here. 

In  his  essay  on  Narsai,  Ratcliff  considered  first  the  anaphora  which 
is  outlined  in  some  detail  in  Homily  XVII.  Comparing  it  with  some 
aspects  of  Addai  and  Mari,  Nestorius,  and  Theodore,  he  concluded 
that  "it  represents  the  historic  East  Syrian  anaphoral  tradition  revised 
in  such  a  way  as  to  bring  it  into  closer  accord  with  Greek  models.  It 
belongs,  therefore,  to  the  final  period  in  the  development  of  the  East 
Syrian  type  of  Anaphora."^  Next,  Ratcliff  examined  a  much  briefer 
outline  given  in  Homily  XXI,  and  interpreted  it  as  a  description  of  a 
two-part  anaphora,  the  first  part  ending  with  the  Sanctus,  and  the 
second  being  mainly  concerned  with  the  epiclesis.6  Finally,  Ratcliff 
turned  to  consider  the  anaphora  as  outlined  in  Homily  XXXII.  Here 
we  give  the  text  from  the  translation  by  R.H.  Connolly: 

The  priest  stands  as  a  tongue  to  interpret;  and  his  voice  preaches 
death  and  life  to  men.  In  the  bread  and  wine  he  shews  the  Body 
and  Blood  of  the  King  who  died  for  the  sake  of  all,  and  lived  and 
gave  life  to  all  by  His  cross.  In  fear  the  corporeal  being  stands  to 
minister;  and  he  asks  for  mercy  upon  himself  and  upon  his  race, 
that  it  may  be  made  worthy  of  mercy.  And  he  calls  to  the  Spirit 
to  come  down  to  him  by  the  power  that  is  from  Him,  that  he  may 
give  power  in  the  bread  and  wine  to  give  life.  In  the  visible  bread 
and  wine  life  dwells;  and  they  become  food  for  short-lived 
mortals.  With  the  name  of  the  Divinity— three  hypostases— he 
seals  his  words;  and  he  teaches  men  to  cry  "Holy"  with  the 
spiritual  beings. 

The  people  answer  after  his  words:  "Holy,  Holy,  Holy  Power, 
hidden  from  all  and  revealed  to  all." 

In  a  footnote  to  the  clause  "With  the  name  of  the  Divinity— three 
hypostases — he  seals  his  words,"  Connolly  wrote: 
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The  reference  to  the  Invocation  apparently  ends  here,  and  the 
writer  turns  back  to  mention  the  Sanctus,  which  he  has  passed 
over.  In  such  a  general  allusion  to  the  liturgy  as  this  Homily 
contains  this  lack  of  order  is  no  matter  for  surprise.8 

It  is  Connolly's  explanation  of  the  reference  to  the  Sanctus  that  Ratcliff 
disputed: 

But,  it  may  be  asked,  is  there,  indeed,  a  lack  of  order?  There  is  no 
sign  of  disorder  elsewhere  in  the  exposition  .  .  .  Why  should 
Narsai  have  been  confused,  when  handling  that  part  of  the 
Anaphora  with  which  he  was  particularly  concerned?  The  an¬ 
swer  is  simple.  Narsai  was  not  confused.  He  mentions  the 
Sanctus  at  the  point  where  it  occurred  in  the  Anaphora  which  he 
is  expounding.  Dom  Connolly  had  clearly  assumed  that  the 
Anaphora  of  Homily  XXXII  must  have  possessed  a  Preface  and 
Sanctus  followed  by  an  Eucharistic  Prayer,  such  as  we  now  have 
in  Addai  and  Mari  and  other  rites  eastern  and  western.  There  is  no 
warrant  for  the  assumption  in  the  Homily.  The  Anaphora  which 
the  Homily  describes  was  a  unity,  a  single  Eucharistic  Prayer 
attaining  its  end  and  climax  in  the  invocation  and  the  Sanctus.9 

Drawing  upon  other  Syriac  writers — the  orthodoxy  of  some  of  whom 
is  rather  questionable — Ratcliff  adduced  support  for  a  prayer  of  a 
consecratory  nature  terminating  with  the  Sanctus.  His  final  conclu¬ 
sion  was  that  in  Homily  XXXII  Narsai  describes  the  early  Syrian 
pattern  of  the  anaphora  which  ended  with  the  Sanctus ;  the  pattern  is 
already  changing  in  that  described  in  Homily  XXI;  and  in  Homily 
XVII  we  have  the  final  acceptance  of  the  newer  Greek  form  of  the 
anaphora.  This  interpretation  of  the  anaphora  in  Homily  XXXII 
conveniently  provided  Ratcliff  with  the  much  needed  support  for  the 
hypothesis  advanced  in  the  earlier  study  of  the  Apostolic  Tradition. 

A  careful  scrutiny  of  Ratcliffs  essay  on  Narsai's  homilies  reveals 
that  his  argument  rests  upon  four  main  points. 

1 .  Ratcliff  assumed  that,  in  each  of  the  three  homilies  he  consid¬ 
ered,  Narsai  covered  the  essential  contents  of  the  anaphora  fully  and 
in  proper  sequence.  Thus  he  asserted: 

A  comparison  of  Homily  XVII  with  the  extant  liturgical  evidence 
shows  Narsai  to  be  a  reliable  witness  to  East  Syrian  usage;  he 
expounds,  that  is  to  say,  a  liturgy  actually  in  use,  and  one  well- 
known  to  those  for  whose  benefit  the  Homily  was  written.  A 
similar  statement  may  be  made  about  Narsai's  Baptismal  expo¬ 
sitions  in  Homilies  XXI  and  XXII;  wherever  their  liturgical 
statements  and  references  can  be  checked,  Narsai's  reliability  is 
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found  to  be  beyond  question.  The  fact  is  important.  It  enables  us 
to  accept  with  confidence  NarsaTs  account  of  two  other 
Anaphoras  which  not  only  differ  in  shape  from  each  other,  but 
are  also  strikingly  different  in  arrangement  from  Addai  and  Mari , 

Theodore  and  Nestorius .10 

2.  A  second  assumption  was  that  the  actual  text  in  Homily  XXXII, 
beginning,  "The  priest  stands  as  a  tongue"  to  "hidden  from  all  and 
revealed  to  all,"  is  all  concerned  with  the  anaphora.  Thus  in  the  words 
"stands  to  minister"  Ratcliff  suggested  that  we  ha  ve,  perhaps,  a  direct 
echo  of  the  earlier  part  of  the  anaphora,  citing  in  a  footnote  clauses 
from  the  Apostolic  Tradition  and  Addai  and  Mari.11 

3.  Ratcliff  appears  to  have  interpreted  NarsaTs  words  "With  the 
name  of  the  Divinity — three  hypostases — he  seals  his  words  as 
either  referring  to,  or  leading  into,  the  Sanctus.  Thus: 

When  he  writes,  'With  the  name  of  the  Godhead,  three  Hy¬ 
postases,  he  [i.e.  the  priest]  seals  his  words;  and  teaches  men  to 
cry:  Holy,  with  the  spiritual  beings,"  Narsai  is  not  saying  merely 
that  the  Sanctus  rounds  off  the  in  vocation  or  the  whole  Anaphora; 
he  is  referring  to  a  certain  relation  which  is  understood  by  his 
readers  to  exist  between  the  invocation  of  divine  power  upon  the 
elements  and  the  Seraphic  hymn  which  names  and  proclaims 
the  three  Divine  Hypostases.  In  other  words,  Narsai,  or  the 
Anaphora  of  Homily  XXXII,  takes  the  Sanctus  as  in  some  way 
contributing  to,  or  effecting  the  consecration  of  the  Bread  and 
Wine.12 

And,  referring  to  two  accounts  of  the  consecration  of  baptismal  oil  in 
The  History  of  John  the  Son  of  Zebedee,  the  second  of  which  he 
regarded  as  corresponding  with  the  pattern  of  the  anaphora  de¬ 
scribed  by  Narsai: 

The  consecration  effected  by  the  Sanctus  is  authentic,  because  the 
angelic  hymn  which  imparts  it  is  the  utterance,  over  the  ele¬ 
ments,  of  the  divinely  revealed  name  of  the  three  Divine  Hy¬ 
postases;  the  Father,  the  Son,  and  the  Holy  Spiri  t  are  respectively 
named  in  each  utterance  of  "Holy".13 

4.  The  interpretation  of  the  anaphora  in  Homily  XXXII  which 
Ratcliff  offered  assumed  that  there  was  a  precedent  for  such  a  pattern. 
The  precedents  cited  in  the  essay  were  two  accounts  of  the  consecra¬ 
tion  of  baptismal  oil  from  The  History  of  John  the  Son  of  Zebedee. 
Strangely,  Ratcliff  made  no  reference  to  his  earlier  article  on  the 
Apostolic  Tradition,  but  we  may  presume  that  he  had  this  proposed 
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reconstruction  in  mind;  unless  one  believed  that  the  early  anaphora 
could  conclude  with  the  Sanctus,  an  explanation  such  as  that  given  by 
Connolly  is  more  logical  and  predictable. 

It  would  seem  to  me  that  these  four  main  points  upon  which 
Ratcliffs  explanation  is  based  are  extremely  dubious.  Each  point  is 
considered  in  turn. 

1 .  In  Homily  XVII  Narsai  presents  us  with  an  explicit  exposition 
of  the  eucharistic  liturgy,  and  he  therefore  described  and  expounded 
it  in  some  detail.  Even  so,  the  detail  is  not  such  that  it  answers  every 
question  concerning  the  full  text  of  Narsai's  rite.  In  Homily  XXII  and 
Homily  XXI,  Narsai  is  concerned  with  the  rite  of  baptism  which 
included  first  communion.  Homily  XXII  and  Homily  XXI  belong 
together  in  that  order,  for  XXII  is  concerned  with  the  anointing,  but 
the  actual  baptism  and  first  communion  are  described  in  XXI.14  Since 
Narsai  is  not  describing  just  the  eucharist  in  XXI,  there  is  no  reason  to 
expect  an  exposition  either  as  full  or  as  detailed  as  in  the  homily 
devoted  solely  to  that  purpose.  There  is  every  reason  to  suppose  that 
the  anaphora  outlined  in  Homily  XXI  is  a  brief  resume,  and  certainly 
not  a  description  of  the  whole  content  of  the  anaphora.  However, 
even  if,  as  Ratcliff  claimed,  Narsafs  reliability  in  Homilies  XVII,  XXI, 
and  XXII  is  beyond  question,  this  does  not  entitle  us  to  form  the  same 
conclusion  regarding  Homily  XXXII  without  first  examining  it. 

The  subject  of  Homily  XXXII  is  "On  the  Church  and  on  the 
Priesthood,"  and  much  of  it  is  concerned  with  the  function  of  the 
priest.  Narsai  naturally  includes  the  sacraments  of  baptism  and  the 
eucharist,  but  an  exposition  of  these  two  same  sacraments  is  not  his 
purpose.  This  is  most  clearly  to  be  seen  in  his  consideration  of  what 
the  priest  does  at  baptism. 

With  the  waters  of  the  Spirit  he  casts  them,  as  in  a  furnace;  and 
he  puts  off  [from  them]  iniquity,  and  puts  on  the  garments  of 
righteousness.  He  calls  and  entreats  the  hidden  Power  to  come 
down  unto  him  and  bestow  visible  power  to  give  life.  The  waters 
become  fruitful,  as  a  womb;  and  the  power  of  grace  is  like  the 
seed  that  begets  life.  Body  and  soul  go  down  together  into  the 
bosom  of  the  water  and  are  bom  again,  being  sanctified  from 
defilement.15 

The  remainder  of  this  short  section  on  baptism  describes  the  theologi¬ 
cal  role  of  the  priest  in  the  rite. 

From  this  brief  reference,  it  would  be  quite  ludicrous  to  claim  that 
here  we  have  a  complete  and  ordered  description  of  the  baptismal 
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liturgy  known  to  Narsai.  There  is  no  mention  of  anointing,  nor  of 
signing  with  the  threefold  name;  in  fact,  taking  it  literally,  we  are 
simply  given  the  order  of  baptism,  invocation,  baptism.  If  Ratcliffs 
assumptions  about  the  reliability  of  Narsai  on  the  eucharist  in  this 
homily  are  correct,  then  they  apply  equally  well  to  baptism.  We 
would  have  to  conclude  that  a  baptismal  rite  of  baptism  in  water,  an 
in  vocation,  and  a  second  baptism  in  water  in  Homily  XXXII  suddenly 
underwent  drastic  revision  by  the  time  Homily  XXII  and  Homily  XXI 
were  written.  The  suggestion  is,  of  course,  quite  absurd,  and  repre¬ 
sents  a  misuse  of  the  homiletic  material;  clearly  the  baptismal  liturgy 
is  not  being  described  in  any  detail  at  all.  But  this  is  true  also  of  the 
eucharist.  There  are  no  grounds  for  assuming  that  an  anaphora  is 
being  described  accurately  in  detail.  Rather,  the  eucharistic  rite  is 
alluded  to  simply  to  describe  in  general  terms  the  function  and  power 
of  the  priest. 

2.  From  the  beginning  of  his  essay  on  Narsai,  Ratcliff  assumed 
that  in  Homily  XXXII,  where  the  eucharistic  rite  is  being  alluded  to, 
it  is  the  anaphora  which  is  being  outlined.  This  might  suggest  itself 
from  the  mention  of  the  epiclesis  and  the  Sanctus,  but  as  we  have  seen, 
Ratcliff  suggested  that  the  words  "stands  to  minister"  were  perhaps 
an  echo  of  the  first  part  of  the  anaphora.  However,  it  seems  equally 
possible,  especially  if  reference  is  made  to  Homily  XVII,  that  the  first 
part  of  the  text  is  not  at  all  concerned  with  the  anaphora,  but  with  the 
action  and  function  of  the  priest  before  the  anaphora.  Thus: 

(a)  The  priest  stands  as  a  tongue  to  interpret;  and  his  voice 
preaches  death  and  life  to  men.  In  the  bread  and  wine  he  shews 
the  Body  and  Blood  of  the  King  who  died  for  the  sake  of  all,  and 
lived  and  gave  life  to  all  by  His  cross. 

Homily  XVII 

The  priest  now  offers  the  mystery  of  the  redemption  of  our  life, 
full  of  awe  and  covered  with  fear  and  great  dread  . .  .  He  is  the 
eye  of  the  whole  ecclesiastical  body;  and  he  makes  remembrance 
in  his  mind  of  the  doings  of  all  his  fellow-servants.  He  is  also  the 
tongue  of  the  whole  body  of  Jesus;  he  is  an  attorney  (owriyopia), 
and  fills  an  advocacy  tfmTpOTUoQ  on  its  behalf  .  .  .  The  awful 
King,  mystically  slain  and  buried,  and  the  awful  watchers, 
standing  in  fear  in  honour  of  their  Lord.16 

Homily  XXI 

With  the  pen  of  his  word  he  draws  an  image  of  the  crucified 
King;  and  as  with  the  finger  he  points  out  His  passion,  also  His 
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exaltation.  Death  and  life  his  voice  proclaims  in  the  ears  of  the 
people;  and  forgiveness  of  iniquity  he  distributes,  he  gives,  in  the 
Bread  and  the  Wine.  A  mystery  of  death  he  shews  first  to  mortal 
man;  and  then  he  reveals  the  power  of  life  that  is  hidden  in  his 
words.17 

(b)  In  fear  the  corporeal  being  stands  to  minister; 

Homily  XVII  (having  emphasized  the  fear  and  awe) 

In  this  frame  of  mind  stands  the  priest  to  officiate,  reverent,  with 
great  fear  and  trembling.18 

(c)  and  he  asks  for  mercy  upon  himself  and  upon  his  race,  that  it 
may  be  made  worthy  of  mercy. 

Homily  XVII 

He  asks  prayer  of  the  deacons  that  are  round  about  him,  that  by 
his  humility  he  may  receive  mercy  from  the  Merciful.  He  now 
prays  with  a  contrite  heart  before  God,  and  confesses  his  debts 
and  the  debts  of  the  ecclesiastical  body.19 

These  possible  similarities  all  occur  before  the  anaphora  as  out¬ 
lined  in  Homily  XVII,  and  in  the  singular  instance  quoted  of  Homily 
XXI.  For  reasons  which  will  be  explained  later,  it  could  well  be  the 
case  that  the  only  references  to  the  actual  anaphora  in  Homily  XXXII 
are  to  the  epiclesis  and  the  Sanctus.  We  suggest  that  the  material 
before  the  mention  of  the  epiclesis  deals  with  the  priest  s  function  in 

the  pre-anaphora. 

3.  According  to  Ratcliff,  the  clause  "With  the  name  of  the  Divin¬ 
ity — three  hypostases — he  seals  his  words  is  a  lead  in  for  the  Savictus, 
and  he  cited  other  Syriac  works  to  support  this  understanding  Oi  the 
name  of  the  Divine — three  hypostases."  Whatever  be  the  case  con¬ 
cerning  the  other  works  cited,  it  would  seem  from  the  four  liturgical 
homilies  translated  by  Connolly  that  Narsai  had  his  own  consistent 
definition  of  the  phrase  "name  of  the  Divinity— three  hypostases." 

In  Homily  XVII  Narsai  explains: 

The  three  hypostases  the  Church  learned  from  our  Saviour 
Father  and  Son  and  Holy  Spirit— one  Divinity;  three  hypostases, 
of  which  none  is  prior  to  or  later  than  another,  and  there  is  no 
distinction,  save  only  as  to  the  properties  fatherhood,  and 
generation,  and  procession— one  will,  one  glory,  one  lordship:  a 
mystery  which  is  altogether  hidden  and  concealed  and  covered 
over  away  from  all;  and  the  watchers  are  too  feeble  to  examine 

the  secret  thereof.20 
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Narsai  certainly  regarded  the  "one  Divinity,  three  hypostases"  as 
having  spiritual  power;  thus  in  Homily  XXII: 

The  name  of  the  Divinity  he  mixes  in  his  hands  with  the  oil;  and 
he  signs  and  says  "Father"  and  "Son"  and  "Holy  Spirit."  "Such 
a  one,"  he  says,  "is  signed  with  the  three  names  that  are  equal, 
and  there  is  no  distinction  of  elder  or  younger  between  One  and 
Another." 

...  By  the  visible  oil  he  shews  the  power  that  is  in  the  names, 
which  is  able  to  confirm  the  feebleness  of  men  with  hidden 
[power si.  The  three  names  he  recites  together  with  [the  rubbing 
of]  the  oil  upon  the  whole  man;  that  hostile  demons  and  vexing 
passions  may  not  harm  him.  It  is  not  by  the  oil  that  he  keeps  men 
from  harms:  it  is  the  power  of  Divinity  that  bestows  power  upon 
[its]  feebleness.21 

However,  there  seems  to  be  no  sound  reason  for  interpreting  the 
naming  of  the  Divinity,  the  three  hypostases,  as  being  the  recitation 
of  the  Sanctus.  Narsai  seems  to  mean  simply  the  naming  of  the 
Trinity — Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Spirit.  Thus  in  Homily  XXXII: 

"Go  forth,"  said  He,  "and  make  disciples  and  preach  and  baptise 
all  peoples!"  [teaching  them]  the  one  Divinity  of  the  one  Creator, 
three  hypostases.  The  three  names  he  is  bound  to  preach  in  the 
ears  of  men,  and  to  cause  them  to  think  upon  the  name  of  the 
Divinity  that  is  hidden  from  all.22 

It  is  clear  that  this  refers  not  to  the  Sanctus  but  to  the  naming  of  the 
Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Spirit  in  Matthew  28:19.  This  is  illustrated 
further  in  Homily  XXI.  Referring  to  baptism  Narsai  says: 

With  the  name  of  the  Divinity,  the  three  Names  (Mosul  MS,  three 
hypostases)  he  consecrates  the  water,  that  it  may  suffice  to 
accomplish  the  cleansing  of  the  defiled.  The  defilement  of  men 
he  cleanses  with  water:  yet  not  by  the  water,  but  by  the  power  of 
the  name  of  the  Divinity  which  there  lights  down.23 

And  slightly  further  on: 

Of  the  name  of  the  Divinity  he  makes  mention,  and  he  says  three 
times:  "Father  and  Son  and  Holy  Spirit,  one  equality."  The 
names  he  repeats  with  the  voice  openly,  and  thus  he  says:  "Such 
a  one  is  baptized  in  the  name  of  the  Father  and  the  Son  and  the 
Spirit."24 

Of  immediate  significance  for  the  clause  of  Homily  XXXII  under 
discussion  is  a  reference  which  occurs  in  Homily  XXI  regarding  the 
eucharist: 
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He  breaks  the  Bread  and  casts  [it]  into  the  Wine,  and  he  signs  and 
says:  "In  the  name  of  the  Father  and  the  Son  and  the  Spirit,  an 
equal  nature." 

With  the  name  of  the  Divinity ,  three  hypostases,  he  completes  his 
words;  and  as  one  dead  he  raises  the  Mystery,  as  a  symbol  of  the 
verity.25 

One  cannot  fail  to  notice  the  striking  similarity  between  the  words 
italicized  and  the  clause  of  Homily  XXXII.  In  Homily  XXI  it  comes 
after  the  anaphora  at  the  commixture,  and,  apparently,  before  the 
Lord's  Prayer.  Narsai  seems  to  suggest  that  the  eucharistic  action  of 
the  priest  is  not  completed  (or  sealed)  until  the  commixture.  He 
explains  the  latter: 

In  verity  did  the  Lord  of  the  Mystery  rise  from  the  midst  of  the 
tomb;  and  without  doubt  the  Mystery  acquires  the  power  of  life. 

On  a  sudden  the  bread  and  wine  acquire  new  life;  and  forgive¬ 
ness  of  iniquity  they  give  on  a  sudden  to  them  that  receive  them. 

He  [the  priest]  makes  the  Bread  and  Wine  one  by  participation, 
forasmuch  as  the  blood  mingles  with  the  body  in  all  the  senses 
[of  man].  Wine  and  water  he  casts  into  the  cup  before  he 
consecrates,  forasmuch  as  water  also  is  mingled  with  the  blood 
in  things  created.26 

This  action  is  completed  by  the  recitation  of  the  words  "In  the  name 
of  the  Father  and  the  Son  and  the  Spirit,  an  equal  nature."  This  is 

confirmed  by  Homily  XVII: 

He  breaks  the  Bread  in  the  name  of  the  Father  and  Son  and  Spirit, 
and  unites  the  Blood  with  the  Body,  and  the  Body  with  the  Blood. 

He  signs  the  Blood  with  the  Body,  and  makes  mention  of  the 
Trinity:  and  he  signs  the  Body  with  the  living  Blood  with  the 
same  utterance.  He  unites  them— the  Body  with  the  Blood,  and 
the  Blood  with  the  Body— that  everyone  may  confess  that  the 
Body  and  the  Blood  are  one.27 

In  light  of  this,  there  is  good  reason  to  suppose  that  the  clause 
"With  the  name  of  the  Divinity  .  .  refers  not  to  the  ending  of  the 
anaphora,  but  to  the  completion  of  the  priest's  action  in  the  rite  by  the 
commixture  when  he  makes  mention  of  the  Trinity. 

4.  It  has  been  observed  that  in  support  of  his  interpretation  of  the 
anaphora  Ratcliff  cited  two  baptismal  accounts  from  The  History  o 
John  the  Son  of  Zebedee.  In  both  these  accounts  tixe  Sanctis  is 
mentioned;  but  we  may  question  the  legitimacy  of  concluding  that  in 
both  instances  the  Sanctus  formed  part  of  the  rite  and  effected  the 

consecration. 
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The  first  citation  was  from  the  account  of  the  baptism  of  Tyrannus. 
At  the  consecration  of  the  oil,  after  John  had  invoked  the  Trinity  three 
times,  we  are  informed: 

And  straightway  fire  blazed  forth  over  the  oil,  and  the  oil  did  not 
take  fire,  for  two  angels  had  their  wings  spread  over  the  oil  and 
were  crying,  "Holy,  holy,  holy.  Lord  Almighty."28 

And  after  signing  the  water  in  the  name  of  the  Trinity: 

And  the  whole  people  cried,  "Amen."  And  straightway  these 
two  angels  came  and  hovered  over  the  water,  and  were  crying, 
"Holy,  holy,  holy.  Father  and  Son  and  Spirit  of  holiness",  after 
him.  And  St.  John  cried  after  them,  "Amen".29 

It  will  be  noticed  that  in  this  narrative  the  Sanctus  follows  the  naming 
of  the  Trinity,  but  in  both  cases  it  is  sung  by  two  angels,  not  the 
congregation.  The  implication  would  seem  to  be  that  when  in  the 
baptismal  rite  the  Trinity  was  named,  there  was  a  heavenly  counter¬ 
part,  namely,  the  angels  singing  the  Sanctus.  This  would  seem  to  be 
regarded  as  ratification  in  heaven  of  the  earthly  consecration  effected 
by  the  recitation  of  the  name  of  the  Trinity.  It  is  not  necessarily 
implied  that  the  Sanctus  formed  part  of  the  earthly  rite.30 

The  second  citation  was  from  the  account  of  the  baptism  of  the 
priests  of  Artemis.  Here  the  oil  and  water  seem  to  have  been  conse¬ 
crated  together: 

And  in  that  hour  fire  blazed  forth  over  the  oil,  and  the  wings  of 
the  angels  were  spread  forth  over  the  oil;  and  the  whole  assem¬ 
blage  was  crying  out,  men  and  women  and  children,  "Holy, 
holy,  holy.  Lord  Almighty,  of  whose  praises  heaven  and  earth 
are  full."  And  straightway  the  vision  was  taken  away.31 

The  reference  here  to  //vision,/  again  raises  the  question  of  whether 
the  Sanctus  was  actually  part  of  the  rite,  or  whether  it  was  simply 
believed  to  be  the  heavenly  counterpart  to  an  invocation  of  the 
Trinity.  However,  even  if  we  accept  that  in  this  second  instance 
Ratcliffs  understanding  of  the  narrative  is  correct,  and  that  the 
congregation  did  say  the  Sanctus,  one  must  still  question  the  validity 
of  arguing  from  a  single  instance  of  consecrating  baptismal  oil  to  the 
shape  of  the  anaphora.32  What  is  required  is  an  authentic  anaphora 
which  terminates  with  the  Sanctus;  this  is  supplied  neither  by  the 
narrative  of  the  baptism  of  the  priests  of  Artemis,  nor  by  Ratcliff  s 
reconstruction  of  the  Apostolic  Tradition. 
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Having  outlined  objections  to  Ratcliff's  interpretation  of  the 
anaphora  in  Homily  XXXII,  we  are  now  in  a  position  to  outline  our 
own  interpretation. 

From  what  has  been  said  above,  it  will  be  apparent  already  that  we 
do  not  accept  that  the  passage  in  question  does  refer  solely  to  the 
anaphora.  Bearing  in  mind  the  vague  references  to  baptism  in  the 
same  homily,  we  suggest  that  much  of  the  text  is  concerned  with  the 
function  of  the  priest  in  the  eucharistic  rite  as  a  whole,  and  these 
general  statements  echo  some  passages  of  Homilies  XVII  and  XXI 
which  describe  the  pre-anaphora.  In  the  light  of  a  very  similar  clause 
in  Homily  XXI,  we  suggest  that  the  clause  concerning  the  naming  of 
the  Divinity  refers  to  the  In  nomine  Patris  at  the  commixture,  which  for 
Narsai  was  necessary  for  the  completion  of  the  rite  before  commun¬ 
ion.  The  reference  to  the  calling  down  of  the  Spirit  is  obviously 
concerned  with  the  epiclesis  of  the  anaphora — indeed,  judging  from 
the  other  homilies,  Ratcliff  was  correct  to  point  out  Narsai's  obsession 
with  the  epiclesis. 

What  then  of  the  reference  to  "he  teaches  men  to  cry  'Holy'  with 
the  spiritual  beings"?  It  would  seem  that  there  are  two  possible 
explanations. 

In  the  light  of  the  suggested  interpretation  of  the  "name  of  the 
Divinity,"  the  first  possible  explanation  suggests  itself  from  Homily 
XXI.  After  the  commixture  and  the  Lord's  Prayer,  Narsai  describes 

the  people's  response: 

With  the  voice  of  praise  they  seal  the  words  of  the  completion  of 
the  Mysteries;  and  they  render  holiness  to  the  Father  and  to  the 
Son  and  to  the  Holy  Spirit;  "Holy  is  the  Father,  and  holy  is  His 
Begotten,  and  the  Spirit  who  is  from  Him  [sc.  the  Father],  and  to 
them  is  due  holiness  and  praise  from  all  mouths.33 

This  may  be  compared  with  the  corresponding  section  in  Homily 
XVII: 

And  when  the  children  of  the  Church  have  been  prepared  to 
receive  the  Mysteries,  the  priest  cries  out:  To  the  holy  ones  is  the 
Holy  Thing  fitting".  To  all  the  holy  ones,  sanctified  by  the  Spirit 
of  adoption  of  sons,  is  the  Holy  Thing  fitting  by  the  consensus  of 

the  Fathers  .  . . 

The  people  answer:  "One  is  the  Father,  that  Holy  One  who  is 
from  eternity,  without  beginning  and  without  end;  and  as  a 
favour  He  hath  made  us  worthy  to  acquire  sanctification  from 
the  spiri  tual  birth  of  baptism.  And  one  is  the  Father,  and  one  also 


122  THE  ANAPHORA  IN  NARSAI’S  HOMILY  XXXII 

is  the  Son  and  the  Holy  Spirit:  one  in  three  and  three  in  one, 
without  alteration.  Glory  to  the  Father,  and  to  the  Son  who  is 
from  Him,  and  to  the  Holy  Spin  t,  a  Being  who  is  for  ever  and  ever 
without  end."34 

An  abbreviation  of  the  Hagia  Hagiois  may  underlie  Narsai  s  reference 
in  Homily  XXXII. 

The  second  possible  explanation  is  that  it  is  in  fact  a  reference  to  the 
Sanctus  recited  by  the  people  within  the  anaphora,  and,  as  Dom 
Connolly  suggested,  Narsai  turns  back  to  mention  it.  The  formula 
given  approximates  more  to  the  Sanctus  than  to  the  response  to  the 
Hagia  Hagiois.  Furthermore,  there  is  a  verbal  similarity  with  Narsai's 
explanation  of  the  Sanctus  in  Homily  XXI: 

He  imitates  the  spiritual  beings  by  his  words  while  he  is  making 
supplication;  and  holily  he  teaches  the  people  to  cry  Holy  .  The 
utterance  of  sanctification  of  the  heavenly  beings  he  recites  to 
men,  that  they  may  be  crying:  "Holy,  Holy,  Holy,  Lord".35 

There  is  good  reason  for  the  epiclesis  and  the  Sanctus  to  be  the  only 
parts  of  the  anaphora  mentioned;  the  reason  is  hinted  at  by  Edmund 
Bishop  in  the  Appendix  to  Connolly's  translation.  Bishop  carefully 
noted  that  after  the  Sursum  corda  the  canon  seems  to  have  been  recited 
silently  except  for  three  things:  the  concluding  words  of  the  preface 
which  led  into  the  Sanctus;  at  the  signing  of  the  mysteries  when  the 
people  said  "Amen";  and  after  the  epiclesis,  when  "the  priest  makes 
his  voice  to  be  heard  to  all  the  people,  and  signs  with  his  hand  over 
the  mysteries,  as  before,"  but  now  "to  teach  .  .  .  that  they  are 
accomplished."36  Since  Narsai  was  concerned  to  describe  the  priest's 
theological  function  in  the  eucharist,  he  would  naturally  mention  the 
epiclesis — even  though  it  appears  to  have  been  recited  silently 
since  he  regarded  this  as  the  moment  of  consecration.  This  was  at  the 
center  of  the  priest's  function.  But  Narsai  might  be  expected  to  turn 
back  to  give  some  explanation  of  what  for  the  congregation  must 
have  been  the  most  significant  and  puzzling  interruptions  of  the 
silent  canon,  namely,  the  recitation  of  the  Sanctus.  What  explanation 
could  be  given  for  this  curious  interruption,  for  the  Sanctus  plays  no 
obvious  theological  role  in  the  consecration?  What  obvious  signifi¬ 
cance  could  Narsai  give  for  the  Sanctus ?  Simply  that  the  priest  raises 
his  voice  to  give  the  congregation  the  cue  for  reciting  it;  that  is,  "he 
teaches  men  to  cry  Holy'  with  the  spiritual  beings.  The  people 
answer  after  his  words:  Holy,  Holy,  Holy  Power,  hidden  for  all  and 

revealed  to  all." 
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The  explanation  of  [he  so-called  anaphora  in  Homily  XXX11  offered 
here  is,  admittedly,  not  as  fascinating  as  that  suggested  by  Ratcliff, 
but  it  gives  some  consistency  to  the  eucharistic  material  in  the 
liturgical  homilies  of  Narsai;  it  also  avoids  the  unlikely  conclusion  of 
drastic  liturgical  revolutions  at  Edessa  and  Nisibis  during  the  latter 
part  of  the  fifth  century. 
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The  East  Syrian  Anaphoras  and 
Current  Liturgical  Revision 


Unlike  the  Anaphora  oe  Hippolytus,  which  if  it  was  ever  used  widely  (it 
is  an  episcopal  ordination  eucharistic  prayer,  not  an  ordinary  Sunday 
eucharistic  prayer)  fell  into  disuse,  and  is  something  of  a  museum 
piece  which  modem  revisers  have  resurrected,1  the  East  Syrian 
anaphoras  are  still  in  regular  use  today.  All  three  are  used  by  the 
Church  of  the  East  and  the  Chaldean  Catholics,  and  that  of  Addai  and 
Mari  is  in  use  in  the  Syro-Malabar  Church  of  India.  Generally 
speaking,  the  Church  of  the  East  is  content  with  this  liturgical 
heritage,  as  are  the  Chaldeans  with  their  slightly  modified  texts.  Less 
satisfaction  is  manifested  in  parts  of  the  Syro-Malabar  Church. 

The  East  Syrian  anaphoras  have  not  escaped  unscathed  from 
"westernization."  In  India  the  Portuguese  were  responsible  for  the 
suppression  of  the  anaphoras  of  Theodore  and  Nestorius  on  the 
grounds  that  they  were  written  by  heresiarchs.  Addai  and  Mari 
provided  a  problem  since  it  lacked  what  the  fifteenth-  and  sixteenth 
century  Latin  West  regarded  as  crucial,  namely,  the  words  of  institu¬ 
tion.  Vat  Syr.  66  of  Mar  Joseph  Sulaqa  contains  the  first  signs  of 
westernization.  An  institution  narrative  with  a  slight  Latin  flavor 
was  written  on  a  separate  folio  at  the  beginning  of  the  liturgy,  with  a 
note  that  they  were  to  be  recited  probably  after  the  fraction  and 
consignation.2  In  both  the  Menezian  and  Rozian  liturgies  the  narra¬ 
tive  is  included  after  the  anaphora  and  before  the  fraction.3  Here  we 
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encounter  western  concern  for  form  and  matter  of  sacraments,  and  an 
uncertainty  about  the  validity  of  the  Anaphora  of  Addai  and  Mari. 

The  same  western  concern  was  seen  in  the  Chaldean  Catholic 
missals  where  in  1901  and  1936  an  institution  narrative  was  inserted 
within  the  anaphora  in  the  middle  of  the  post -Sunctus,  and  the 
Archbishop  of  Canterbury's  Mission  also  included  1  Corinthians 
1 1 :23-25  in  its  1 890  Urmiah  edition.  One  might  also  cynically  remark 
that  those  who  have  argued  so  strongly  for  a  "missing'1  institution 
narrative  in  Addai  and  Mari  have  received  theological  formation  in 
a  communion  where  such  words  are  regarded  as  crucial  for  a  valid 
eucharist.  However,  none  of  these  attempts  have  been  wholly  con¬ 
vincing.  The  fact  remains  that  there  is  no  manuscript  authority  for  the 
insertion  of  an  institution  narrative,  and  unless  one  approaches  this 
ancient  anaphora  with  a  priori  views  on  "consecration,  the  thought 
sequence  of  the  anaphora  does  not  demand  one.  Enrico  Mazza  has 
rightly  concluded: 

Whatever  theories  historian  may  elaborate,  there  is  no  disputing 
that  an  entire  Church — the  Chaldean  or  East  Syrian  has  lived 
for  centuries  with  an  anaphora  of  that  archaic  type  which  does 
not  contain  an  account  of  institution  but  simply  refers  to  the 
institution;  we  mean  the  Chaldean  Anaphora  of  the  Apostles 
Addai  and  Mari.  Furthermore,  no  one  wants  to  or  can  deny  the 
validity  of  the  Eucharist  that  has  been  celebrated  for  centuries  in 
the  Chaldean  Church.  What  arguments  could  possibly  justify 
denying  that  the  legitimate  tradition  of  this  Church  is  also  a 
completely  valid  tradition?4 

Of  the  attempts  to  supply  a  narrative,  the  Syro-Malabar  solution 
seems  to  be  the  less  offensive — a  narrative  is  recited  near  the  fraction 
before  the  communion  "just  in  case"  the  anaphora  is  deficient, 
whereas  the  insertion  of  a  narrative  within  the  anaphora  is  a  declara¬ 
tion  that  the  received  text  is  deficient.  But  any  deficiency  or  doubt  is 
a  western  judgment  based  upon  western  theological  presupposi¬ 
tions;  it  is  not  an  eastern  judgment. 

In  light  of  this,  it  is  understandable  that  there  has  been  some 
controversy  in  the  Syro-Malabar  Church  regarding  the  1989  revision 
of  the  qurbana.5  After  centuries  of  westernization  or  Latinization, 
there  has  been  a  movement  in  this  Church  to  return  to  the  purer 
East  Syrian  tradition,  and  this  has  received  encouragement  from 
Rome.  However,  others  have  felt  that  after  four  hundred  years  of  a 
hybrid  rite,  the  "pure"  East  Syrian  tradition  is  now  alien  to  the  Syro- 
Malabar  Church,  and  any  reform  should  begin  from  the  hybrid  rites, 
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not  from  a  restoration  of  forms  which  were  suppressed  in  the 
sixteenth  century.  The  1989  Qurbana  represents  something  of  a  com¬ 
promise  and  has  pleased  few.  The  Anaphora  of  Addai  and  Mari  has 
been  modified  to  include  a  post -Sanctus  and  institution  narrative 
inspired  by  Theodore  and  Nestorius: 

And  with  these  heavenly  hosts  we  give  you  thanks,  O  Lord,  and 
weblessGod  the  word,  hidden  offspring  from  your  bosom,  who, 
being  in  your  likeness  and  the  splendour  which  is  from  you  and 
the  image  of  your  being,  thought  this  not  robbery  to  be  your 
equal,  but  emptied  himself  and  took  the  likeness  of  a  servant  and 
became  man  perfect  with  a  rational  and  intelligent  and  immortal 
soul  and  with  a  mortal  human  body,  and  was  bom  of  a  woman 
and  was  under  the  law  that  he  might  redeem  those  who  were 
under  the  law,  and  he  left  unto  us  the  memorial  of  our  salvation, 
this  mystery  which  we  offer  before  you. 

O  Lord  my  God,  we  make  the  memorial  of  the  passion  of  your 
Son  as  he  taught  us.  On  the  night  he  was  betrayed  Jesus  took 
bread  in  his  pure  and  holy  hands,  lifted  up  his  eyes  to  heaven, 
towards  you,  his  glorious  father  and  blessed  it,  broke  and  gave 
it  to  his  disciples  and  said:  this  is  my  body  which  is  broken  for 
you  for  the  forgiveness  of  sins.  Take  and  eat  of  it  all  of  you.  Amen. 

And  likewise  over  the  cup  he  gave  thanks  and  blessed  and  gave 
it  to  them  and  said:  this  is  my  blood  of  the  new  covenant,  which 
is  shed  for  many  for  the  forgiveness  of  sins.  Take  and  drink  of  it, 
all  of  you.  Amen. 

When  you  are  gathered  together  in  my  name,  do  in  remem¬ 
brance  of  me  this  that  I  have  done.6 

Here  the  type  of  institution  narrative  is  that  which  Botte  argued  for, 
based  upon  that  of  Theodore,  and  Philippians  2:5-11  has  been  used. 
It  is  true  that  this  is  "authentically  East  Syrian."  The  manhood  and 
obedience  of  Christ  were  extremely  important  in  the  Christology  of 
Theodore  of  Mopsuestia  and  Nestorius,  and  Philippians  2:5-11  is 
important  in  their  expositions,  and  it  is  used  in  both  the  anaphoras  of 
Theodore  and  Nestorius.  The  institution  narrative  is  also  Syrian, 
since  Botte  showed  its  antecedents  in  Aphrahat  and  Ephraem.7 
Whether  this  expansion  of  Addai  and  Mari  represents  a  legitimate 
modem  revision  is  no  doubt  debatable.  Some  members  of  the  Syro- 
Malabar  Church  would  argue  that  it  may  be  "authentically  East 
Syrian"  in  flavor,  but  that  what  is  needed  is  an  "authentic  Indian 
revision  of  Addai  and  Mari,  and  that  this  revision  is  once  more  a 

western  imposition. 
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It  is  probably  inconceivable  that  current  Roman  Catholic  and 
Anglican  eucharistic  prayers  would  not  contain  an  institution  narra¬ 
tive,  and  one  can  again  see  behind  the  Syro-Malabar  revision  the 
western  concern  for  the  inclusion  of  the  narrative.  Given  the  antiq¬ 
uity  of  Addai  and  Mari,  perhaps  the  best  policy  would  be  to  leave  it 
intact  for  those  Eastern  Churches  which  use  it,  as  a  witness  to  an 
earlier  age  when  disputes  about  form  and  matter  and  valid  consecra¬ 
tion  had  not  begun.  Its  survival  many  be  an  uncomfortable  fact  which 
the  west  must  live  with.  On  the  other  hand,  the  1989  Syro-Malabar 
revision  could  be  authorized  for  use  in  the  west  as  a  legitimate 
modem  western  revision  of  an  ancient  eastern  text,  in  much  the  same 
way  as  new  anaphoras  have  been  based  directly  upon  Hippolytus. 
This  would  be  quite  different  from  a  western  revision  for  eastern 
usage,  which  is  what  the  1989  text  is  discerned  as  being. 

A  rather  different  and  lighter  approach  is  to  be  found  in  Eucharis¬ 
tic  Prayer  C  of  the  Church  of  England's  Patterns  for  Worship  1 989.  This 
prayer  (which  like  all  four  eucharistic  prayers  in  this  collection  has 
not  yet  received  Synodical  authorization  for  legal  regular  use)  is  as 
follows: 

Lord  God  of  justice  and  mercy, 

you  care  for  the  world  and  for  every  child  of  your  creation; 
we  glorify  your  Name. 

You  call  us  to  share  your  life  and  you  give  us  your  love. 

You  are  our  father,  kind  and  compassionate, 
always  ready  to  forgive. 

You  rejoice  in  our  joy,  listen  patiently  to  our  troubles, 
and  comfort  us  in  distress. 

You  show  your  love  in  Jesus  Christ  your  Word  made  flesh. 

He  is  your  Good  News  to  the  World;  through  him  we  are  saved. 

He  gave  up  his  life  on  the  cross  to  be  a  ransom  for  many. 

At  supper  the  night  before  he  died,  he  took  bread  and  broke  it, 
giving  you  thanks  and  praise. 

He  gave  it  to  his  disciples  and  said: 

"This  is  my  body  given  for  you". 

And  the  end  of  supper  he  took  the  cup  of  wine  and  said: 

"This  cup  is  the  New  Covenant  in  my  blood. 

Drink  it  in  remembrance  of  me". 

God  of  all  holiness,  we  are  gathered  in  your  Name  to  celebrate 
the  sacrifice  Jesus  made  for  us  all,  and  to  praise  you  for  his 
glorious  resurrection.  As  we  do  this  in  remembrance  of  him,  may 
your  Spirit  show  these  gifts  of  bread  and  wine  to  be  for  us  his 
saving  body  and  blood. 
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Lord  and  giver  of  life,  help  us  to  work  together  for  your  king¬ 
dom,  and  for  that  day  when  your  justice  and  mercy  will  be  seen 
by  all  the  world. 

By  your  grace  unite  us  in  Christ  with  your  whole  Church  in  earth 
and  in  heaven  so  that  with  one  voice  we  may  worship  you  and 
praise  your  Name: 

Holy,  holy,  holy  is  the  Lord  God  Almighty, 

Who  was,  and  is  and  is  to  come. 

To  him  be  honour  and  glory  for  ever  and  ever.  Amen. 

This  prayer  has  optional  responses,  and  the  traditional  Sanctus  can  be 

used  after  "comfort  us  in  distress." 

A  mere  textual  comparison  with  Addai  and  Mari  will  show  little 
correlation.  However,  the  phraseology  has  been  quite  deliberately 
transposed  into  English  idiom  in  the  new  prayer. 

1.  "We  glorify  your  Name."  Confer  Sharar,  "Glory  to  you,  the 

adorable  and  glorious  Name." 

2.  "You  call  us  to  share  your  life  and  you  give  us  your  love."  This 
is  a  modem  English  paraphrase  of  "you  put  on  our  humanity  so  as  to 
quicken  us  by  your  divinity." 

3.  "Kind  and  compassionate."  Confer  "created  ...  its  inhabitants 
in  his  compassion,  and  redeemed  mankind  in  his  mercy. 

4.  "We  are  gathered  in  your  Name  to  celebrate  the  sacrifice  Jesus 
made  for  us  all."  Confer  "And  we  also,  O  Lord  . . .  who  are  gathered 

together  ...  the  example  which  is  from  you." 

5.  "May  your  Spirit  show  these  gifts  of  bread  and  wine  to  be  for  us 
his  saving  body  and  blood."  "Show"  is  from  St.  Basil,  but  gifts,  also 
from  St.  Basil,  is  a  counterpart  oiqurbana,  offering,  and  "saving  body 
and  blood"  represents  a  precis  of  the  eschatological  fruits  of  com¬ 
munion. 

6.  "By  your  grace  unite  us  in  Christ  and  with  your  whole  Church." 
Confer  "we  give  you  thanks  and  praise  you  without  ceasing  in  your 

Church." 

The  eucharistic  prayer  ends  with  the  opening  theme  of  praise  of  the 
Name. 

Here  is  an  attempt  to  render  some  of  the  thought  forms  of  Addai 
and  Mari /Sharar  into  a  modem  English  prayer.  It  is  not  a  modernized 
version  of  Addai  and  Mari,  but  takes  its  inspiration  from  this  ancient 

^  What  of  Theodore  and  Nestorius?  Vadakkel  has  provided  a  critical 
text  of  Theodore,8  and  I  am  given  to  understand  that  a  critical  text  of 
Nestorius  has  now  been  completed  as  a  doctoral  study  in  Rome,  and 
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is  likely  to  be  published.  What  have  hitherto  been  provisional  judg¬ 
ments  upon  these  anaphoras  can  now  give  way  to  more  confident 
estimations. 

Both  Anglicans  (1890)  and  Chaldeans  (1901)  suppressed  the  names 
of  Theodore  and  Nestorius  in  their  editions,  simply  calling  them  the 
second  and  third  hallowings.  This  might  have  been  justified  if  these 
anaphoras  were  deliberately  polemical  and  heterodox.  In  fact,  this  is 
not  so.  Since  Nestorius  is  based  upon  Syro-Byzantine  anaphoras  and 
Addai  and  Mari,  it  would  seem  difficult  to  object  to  it,  though  the 
name  Nestorius  which  is  attached  to  it  is  problematical  for 
Chalcedonian  Churches.  There  should  be  less  of  a  problem  over 
Theodore.  It  may  be  true  that  the  seeds  for  Nestorianism  are  sown  in 
Theodore,  but  in  his  day  he  was  regarded  as  Orthodox,  and  as  a 
champion  of  Antiochene  Christology  with  its  concern  for  the  true 
humanity  of  Christ.  To  visit  the  sins  of  the  sons  upon  the  father  seems 
a  little  unjust,  particularly  when  the  father  was  held  in  high  esteem 
in  his  own  generation.  Those  phrases  in  these  two  anaphoras  which 
scholars  such  as  William  Bright  thought  might  reflect  Nestorianism 
are  in  fact  the  ancient  Syriac  expression  for  the  incarnation.9 

Use  of  ancient  anaphoras  simply  by  way  of  modem  translation  is 
rarely  successful.  It  is  doubtful  whether  any  modem  Western  Church 
would  want  to  use  or  benefit  from  use  of  either  of  these  two  anaphoras. 
However,  the  shape  of  these  East  Syrian  anaphoras  deserves  to  be 
considered,  together  with  their  concern  for  the  incarnation  and  true 
humanity  of  our  Lord.  The  Syro-Byzantine  and  Egyptian  shapes  of 
the  anaphora  have  been  utilized  in  modem  revisions,  but  so  far  as  I 
am  aware,  not  the  East  Syrian  with  its  distinct  sequence  in  Theodore 
and  Nestorius  of  institution  narrative,  intercessions,  and  then  epiclesis. 
I  have  argued  elsewhere  that  this  gives  classic  expression  to  the 
eucharistic  theology  of  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia.10  However,  the  two 
are  not  inseparable. 

The  Syro-Byzantine  shape  of  the  anaphora  uses  the  institution 
narrative  as  the  final  part  of  the  Christological  thanksgiving,  and 
gives  way  to  supplication,  first  by  way  of  the  epiclesis  for  consecra¬ 
tion  and  the  fruits  of  communion,  and  then  for  the  church,  living  and 
departed.  The  East  Syrian  anaphora  also  concludes  its  thanksgiving 
with  the  institution  narrative,  but  in  the  Christological  thanksgiving 
makes  use  of  Philippians  2:5-1 1 .  The  narrative  of  institution  anchors 
the  obedient  manhood  of  Philippians  in  the  sacrifice  on  the  cross,  and 
thereafter  the  vicarious  manhood  of  Christ  is  pleaded  in  the  interces- 
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sions,  love  and  concern  for  the  neighbor  (as  befits  a  servant 
Christology)  coming  before  a  personal  concern  for  consecration  and 
the  fruits  of  communion.  The  vicarious  humanity  of  Christ  has  been 
significant  in  a  number  of  modem  Christologies,  and  has  been 
championed  in  particular  by  T.F.  Torrance  and  J.B.  Torrance.11  The 
work  of  the  vicarious  humanity  of  Christ  is  based  upon  the  twin 
moments  in  salvation  of  substitution/ representation  and  incorpora¬ 
tion.  Christ  not  only  takes  our  place  and  becomes  our  representative, 
thereby  creating  a  new  humanity,  but  also  incorporates  us  into  this 
new  humanity.  Our  actions  become  his  actions.  Our  life  becomes  his 
life,  the  life  of  God.  Even  if  this  is  not  all  that  can  be  said  about 
Christology,  it  is  an  important  aspect,  and  it  can  be  given  liturgical 
expression  by  using  the  shape  of  the  East  Syrian  anaphoras,  and  their 
use  of  Philippians  2:5-1 1 .  These  East  Syrian  anaphoras  may  yet  prove 
useful  for  modem  western  anaphoral  revision. 
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